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The House met at 9 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. POE of Texas).

————

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
June 10, 2016.

I hereby appoint the Honorable TED POE to

act as Speaker pro tempore on this day.
PAUL D. RYAN,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

———

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Patrick
J. Conroy, offered the following prayer:

Merciful God, we give You thanks for
giving us another day.

We thank You once again that we,
Your creatures, can come before You
and ask guidance for the men and
women of this assembly.

Bless the people of this great Nation
with wisdom, knowledge, and under-
standing, that they might responsibly
participate in our American democracy
as both political parties anticipate
their conventions.

Help us all to be good citizens, re-
spectful in our disagreements, and gen-
erous in our behavior toward one an-
other.

Bless us this day and every day. May
all that is done be for Your greater
honor and glory.

Amen.

——————

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentlewoman from Washington (Ms.
DELBENE) come forward and lead the
House in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Ms. DELBENE led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will entertain up to five requests
for 1-minute speeches on each side of
the aisle.

———

STATE EFFORTS TO CRACK DOWN
ON OPIOID EPIDEMIC

(Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania.
Mr. Speaker, recently I was proud to
vote for a package of bills here on the
floor of the United States House in-
tended to help crack down on the ter-
rible epidemic of prescription opioid
abuse and heroin abuse across our Na-
tion.

Today, I want to recognize the efforts
in the Pennsylvania General Assembly
to assist in the goal of fighting back
against all drug use. Specifically, a
new law authored by State Representa-
tive Matt Baker, who represents a por-
tion of Pennsylvania’s Fifth Congres-
sional District, would go after designer
drugs in which different chemicals are
combined to create new drugs.

This new law will speed up the proc-
ess in adding these drugs to the State’s
list of banned drugs, enabling law en-
forcement to arrest and prosecute the
individuals responsible. Giving mem-
bers of our law enforcement commu-

nity the tools that they need to thwart
illegal drug manufacturers will save
lives.

Mr. Speaker, if you want to success-
fully fight back against a problem, you
surround it. I am proud to see great
lifesaving solutions coming from both
the Federal and the State levels, with
additional community action in the
form of local roundtables and townhall
meetings.

———

LGBT EQUALITY DAY

(Ms. DELBENE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. DELBENE. Mr. Speaker, this is
Pride Month, and we have much to cel-
ebrate.

In the last two decades, our Nation
has seen the Defense of Marriage Act
overturned, an end to the criminaliza-
tion of same-sex conduct, and nation-
wide marriage equality, all through
Supreme Court decisions that were
handed down on June 26. But even with
these incredible strides, we cannot for-
get that LGBT Americans continue to
face inequality and discrimination sim-
ply for who they are and who they love.

That is why I have introduced legis-
lation to designate June 26 as LGBT
Equality Day, not only to celebrate
how far we have come, but also to ac-
knowledge how much work remains to
be done.

I urge my colleagues and all Ameri-
cans to join me in celebrating the first
LGBT Equality Day on June 26.

As opponents of equality double down
in their attempts to legalize discrimi-
nation, we must keep fighting until all
Americans have equal rights and pro-
tections under the law.

———
HONORING THE BICENTENNIAL OF
THE AUBURN CITIZEN
(Mr. KATKO asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
minute.)
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Mr. KATKO. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to recognize an important mile-
stone in my congressional district: the
bicentennial of the Auburn Citizen.

Two hundred years ago today, this
daily publication began serving the
people of Cayuga County by providing
news and community announcements.
Born in 1816 as the Auburn Gazette,
this community newspaper has been
known by many names over the years.

In an editorial placed this past week-
end, publisher Rob Forcey noted that
the Auburn Citizen began publishing
just 40 years after the birth of our
country.

The history of accomplished journal-
ists at this publication includes Wil-
liam Dapping, a community hero who
was awarded the very first special Pul-
itzer in 1930 for his esteemed work in
covering the bloody 1929 Auburn State
Prison riots.

Today, the Citizen has evolved to
cover a wide area of central New York,
with web-based access to local and na-
tional news, weather, and community
events. What is more, the publication
has expanded into western Onondaga
County, with the Skaneateles Journal
and West Onondaga County Journal.

Congratulations again to this com-
munity-based publication on two cen-
turies of being the voice of the Auburn
community.

REMEMBERING DAVID GILKEY

(Mr. BLUMENAUER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker,
last Sunday, David Gilkey, an NPR
photojournalist from Portland, Oregon,
was Killed with his Afghani translator
in a Taliban ambush in Afghanistan.

I cannot fully express my gratitude
for David’s tireless commitment to his
profession. His evocative, beautiful
work, and many contributions to NPR
will be remembered for generations.

He covered conflict areas around the
globe. Since 2001, he extensively cov-
ered the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan.

He was one of the most decorated of
photo journalists, including an Emmy,
and the first multimedia journalist to
be awarded the Corporation for Public
Broadcasting’s prestigious Edward R.
Murrow Award for Journalism.

David played an essential role in
helping us understand the global
events. He was one of those who put
themselves in harm’s way to open the
world’s window for the rest of us. They
are true heroes.

Our hearts go out to the Gilkey fam-
ily and to his NPR family for their
loss.

—————

APPRECIATING PRIME MINISTER
NARENDRA MODI
(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)
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Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, on Wednesday, I was grateful
to serve on the escort committee for
Prime Minister Narendra Modi of
India, due to my former co-chairman-
ship of the Caucus on India and Indian
Americans, with my father having
served in India during World War II.

The Prime Minister was warmly re-
ceived with his positive presentation:

As a representative of the world’s largest
democracy, it is indeed a privilege to speak
with the leaders of its oldest.

Connecting our two nations is also a
unique and dynamic bridge of 3 million In-
dian Americans. Threats of terror are ex-
panding, and new challenges are emerging in
cyber and outer space. India is undergoing a
profound social and economic change.

A commitment to rebuild a peaceful and
stable and prosperous Afghanistan is our
shared objective. In every sector of India’s
forward march, I see the U.S. as an indispen-
sable partner.

In conclusion, God bless our troops,
and may the President, by his actions,
never forget September the 11th in the
global war on terrorism.

South Carolina especially recognizes
the success of Indian Americans, with
their Governor, Nikki Haley, the sec-
ond Indian American Governor elected
in history.

————

CONGRATULATING TWIN
SCHOLARS

(Mr. VEASEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. VEASEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to tell you a really cool story
about two smart sisters, Estrella and
Perla Ortiz, identical twins who earned
the valedictorian and salutatorian sta-
tus at their high school in Fort Worth.

Estrella and Perla are the two young-
est of seven siblings in the Ortiz fam-
ily. The sisters worked hard and ex-
celled academically at North Side High
School, the home of the Steers.

In their spare time, the Ortiz sisters
participated in the National Honor So-
ciety, Health Occupations Students of
America, tutored their peers, and even
helped adults obtain their GED.

Their hard work paid off in academia
when they were awarded scholarships
at Texas Christian University, where
the sisters will receive a full ride to
TCU to continue their studies in biol-
ogy and premed.

The Ortiz sisters demonstrate that
anything is possible with dedication
and perseverance. And, oh, I want to
also mention that their sister, Maria,
was also valedictorian in 2014 at the
same school.

I ask my colleagues to join me in
congratulating Estrella and Perla on
their extraordinary academic achieve-
ment.

———

CHEROKEE TRAIL BOYS BASEBALL
TEAM

(Mr. COFFMAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
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minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. COFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to recognize the boys baseball
team of Cherokee Trail High School on
winning the 2016 Colorado 5A State
championship game on May 29, 2016.

The students and staff who were a
part of the title-winning Cougars team
deserve to be honored for winning the
State championship for the first time
since they won the 4A State champion-
ship in 2007. The Cougars beat Rocky
Mountain High School 5-1 in the series,
and ended the season with a winning
22-5 record.

Throughout the season, the boys of
the Cherokee Trail baseball team were
dedicated, worked hard, and per-
severed. These traits were a key factor
in their endeavor to win the champion-
ship, but winning could not have been
possible without the tireless leadership
of their head coach, Allan Dyer, and
his commendable staff.

It is with great pride that I join all of
the residents of Aurora, Colorado, in
congratulating the Cherokee Trail Cou-
gars on their State championship.

————

EXPAND ECONOMIC
OPPORTUNITIES

(Ms. KELLY of Illinois asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Ms. KELLY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today on behalf of the families who
are still struggling to make ends meet.

Our economy has made great strides
since the end of the recession. Like my
colleagues, I have watched the unem-
ployment rate tick down each month
from 10 percent in 2009 to 5 percent
today.

According to the story that these
numbers tell, our economy has recov-
ered. But for nearly 8 million Ameri-
cans still looking for work, our econ-
omy is still in a state of crisis.

In my home district, more than 16
percent live in poverty, and the unem-
ployment rate is three times the na-
tional rate, at 15 percent. I have met
hundreds of these unemployed con-
stituents at my annual job fair. They
aren’t looking for a handout; they are
looking for a hand up, an opportunity
to work, a chance to live a better life,
a shot at the American Dream.

As we enter the second half of 2016, I
urge my colleagues to stand with me
and take action to expand economic
opportunities and to ensure that all
Americans who want to work have the
chance to do so.

——————

RECOGNIZING COACH LORI BLADE

(Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today to recognize
someone who has a lot of heart, who
carries herself with class and humility,
and who pushes her players to be better
on and off the court.
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Coach Lori Blade’s incredible success
has produced 624 wins, dozens of con-
ference titles, and two State champion-
ships.

On April 30, Coach Blade was en-
shrined into the Illinois Basketball
Coaches Association Hall of Fame. Her
22 seasons of accomplishments have
vaulted both Edwardsville and
Carrollton High Schools’ programs to
statewide dominance.

Beyond the victories, Coach Blade
has made a profound impact on count-
less lives, teaching players to take
pride not just in the game, but in ev-
erything they do. Pushing her players
never to be satisfied or content, Coach
Blade has had a phenomenal career on
the court and on the softball diamond,
being the only coach in IHSA history
to have over 600 wins in two sports.

Congratulations, Coach Blade, on all
of your accomplishments. Thank you
for your commitment to our students,
and I wish you all the best in your fu-
ture seasons, unless you play my home-
town Taylorville Tornadoes.

O 0915

LYNN WOOLSEY’S VISIT

(Mr. HUFFMAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HUFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, 444.
That is the number of times Lynn
Woolsey came to this floor, stood at
that podium right over there, and ad-
dressed this House during Special Or-
ders, speaking against war and in sup-
port of peace.

Lynn Woolsey, for 20 years, rep-
resented much of my congressional dis-
trict. My colleagues here in Congress
will remember her as a passionate and
outspoken advocate—a leader—in the
effort to strengthen our national secu-
rity without war. One of the ways that
she did that was through her hundreds
of Special Order hour speeches. In the
final one of these, No. 444, she said the
following:

“Sometimes I've been accused of
wanting a ‘perfect world.” But I con-
sider that a compliment. Our Founders
strove to form a ‘more perfect Union.’
Why shouldn’t we aim for a perfect
world? You see, I'm absolutely certain
that if we don’t work toward a perfect
world, we won’t ever come close to pro-
viding a safe, healthy, and secure world
for our grandchildren and their grand-
children.”

She is with her grandchildren Carlo
and Luca here today.

Let us thank Lynn Woolsey for her
service, and let’s urge all Members of
Congress to approach our work with
the same tenacity and resolve to work
together toward peace, health, and se-
curity for all.
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EXPRESSING THE SENSE OF CON-

GRESS THAT A CARBON TAX
WOULD BE DETRIMENTAL TO
THE UNITED STATES ECONOMY

Mrs. BLACK. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to House Resolution 767, I call up the
concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 89)
expressing the sense of Congress that a
carbon tax would be detrimental to the
United States economy, and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 767, the con-
current resolution is considered read.

The text of the concurrent resolution
is as follows:

H. CoN. RES. 89

Whereas a carbon tax is a Federal tax on
carbon released from fossil fuels;

Whereas a carbon tax will increase energy
prices, including the price of gasoline, elec-
tricity, natural gas, and home heating oil;

Whereas a carbon tax will mean that fami-
lies and consumers will pay more for essen-
tials like food, gasoline, and electricity;

Whereas a carbon tax will fall hardest on
the poor, the elderly, and those on fixed in-
comes;

Whereas a carbon tax will lead to more
jobs and businesses moving overseas;

Whereas a carbon tax will lead to less eco-
nomic growth;

Whereas American families will be harmed
the most from a carbon tax;

Whereas, according to the Energy Informa-
tion Administration, in 2011, fossil fuels
share of energy consumption was 82 percent;

Whereas a carbon tax will increase the cost
of every good manufactured in the United
States;

Whereas a carbon tax will impose dis-
proportionate burdens on certain industries,
jobs, States, and geographic regions and
would further restrict the global competi-
tiveness of the United States;

Whereas American ingenuity has led to in-
novations in energy exploration and develop-
ment and has increased production of domes-
tic energy resources on private and State-
owned land which has created significant job
growth and private capital investment;

Whereas United States energy policy
should encourage continued private sector
innovation and development and not in-
crease the existing tax burden on manufac-
turers;

Whereas the production of American en-
ergy resources increases the United States
ability to maintain a competitive advantage
in today’s global economy;

Whereas a carbon tax would reduce Amer-
ica’s global competitiveness and would en-
courage development abroad in countries
that do not impose this exorbitant tax bur-
den; and

Whereas the Congress and the President
should focus on pro-growth solutions that
encourage increased development of domes-
tic resources: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That it is the sense of
Congress that a carbon tax would be detri-
mental to American families and businesses,
and is not in the best interest of the United
States.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The con-
current resolution shall be debatable
for 1 hour, equally divided and con-
trolled by the chair and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on Ways
and Means.
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The gentlewoman from Tennessee
(Mrs. BLACK) and the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. LEVIN) each will control
30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Tennessee.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mrs. BLACK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and to include extraneous mate-
rials on H. Con. Res. 89, currently
under consideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Tennessee?

There was no objection.

Mrs. BLACK. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I rise in support of H. Con. Res. 89,
which takes a strong stand against the
carbon tax that would hurt American
families, workers, and job creators.

As the President closes out his time
in office, he would like nothing more
than to ram through more of his harm-
ful energy agenda. Just look at the
President’s budget this year. Among
the $3.4 trillion in tax hikes he pro-
posed, the President included a $10 per
barrel tax on oil. This tax alone would
cause gas prices to increase by an esti-
mated 25 cents per gallon. With a car-
bon tax, there would be a tax hike on
production, distribution, and the use of
not only oil but also of natural gas and
any other form of energy that emits
carbon. Such a tax would have many
serious impacts on our economy by
making day-to-day life more expensive
for families throughout this country.

First, a carbon tax could drive up the
cost of energy for both the producers
and the consumers. This translates to
larger energy bills that eat up even
more of Americans’ take-home pay, es-
pecially during the hottest and coldest
months of the year.

Second, a carbon tax would destroy
well-paying jobs throughout the Amer-
ican energy sector—a sector that has
fueled significant job growth through-
out the country.

Third, a carbon tax would deliver a
direct hit to working families and have
compound effects that would reach all
corners of the economy. In fact, a car-
bon tax would increase the cost of, vir-
tually, every good manufactured or
service performed in the United States,
including everyday necessities. If a
good requires energy to make or trans-
port, which most do, taxes on that en-
ergy are, essentially, a tax on that
good. As a result, Americans would
have to pay more for everything—from
milk to clothing to school supplies.

Finally, to make this bad idea even
worse, we know that a carbon tax
would hurt those who are living in pov-
erty and those who are on fixed in-
comes more than anyone else.

Put simply, a carbon tax would make
it harder for us to grow our economy
and help working families and small
businesses succeed.
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We all want an all-of-the-above en-
ergy approach that supports new inno-
vations, not a targeted tax hike on spe-
cific industries. Thanks to the leader-
ship of Whip ScALISE, Congress will
pass this bill today and send it to the
Senate, and we will send a clear mes-
sage to the people in our districts, as
well as to the Obama White House,
that we do not support this extreme
tax.

Instead, we will continue to pass leg-
islation that grows our economy and
that helps more Americans get back to
work. After all, last week, we received
the worst jobs report in almost 6 years.
It is more important than ever that we
move forward with a bold, pro-growth
agenda, not another expensive Wash-
ington tax.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

What is happening today is further
evidence that the Republicans are sim-
ply not doing their job. There is real
work to be done. It is simply inexcus-
able that action has not yet happened
to prepare for the Zika virus. That
would be real action. Helping the peo-
ple of Flint get clean drinking water,
in my home State, would be something
real. There is no budget resolution that
has been considered here on the House
floor. Raising the minimum wage
would also be real, and it would help
lift many families out of poverty. Clos-
ing tax loopholes and making the Tax
Code fairer would be real.

Instead, today, we are voting on two
senses of Congress resolutions. Doing
so provides further evidence that the
Republicans not only are not acting on
those real problems mentioned earlier
but are in denial on another real issue
that needs action—climate change. The
scientific evidence of climate change is
overwhelming, and the consensus is
clear, and we have seen the impacts of
climate change, virtually, every day in
our country and around the world.

This week, the CBO, led by a Director
appointed by the majority here, re-
leased a report that identified the ef-
fects of climate change as a potential
risk to the Federal budget. According
to that report, the cost of hurricane
damage is projected to be $35 billion
more than it is today because of cli-
mate change.

The report stated:

“Human activities around the world,
primarily the burning of fossil fuels
and widespread changes in land use, are
producing growing emissions of green-
house gases.”

Climate change requires all of us, in-
cluding the Republicans here who are
in total denial, to come to our senses
and to act on the challenge of climate
change.

This sense of Congress resolution,
like the second one, completely fails to
meet that challenge. I urge its rejec-
tion.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the distinguished gentleman

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

from Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) control
the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mrs. BLACK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Lou-
isiana (Mr. BOUSTANY), a member of
the Ways and Means Committee and
the chairman of the Tax Policy Sub-
committee.

Mr. BOUSTANY. I thank my col-
league and friend on the Ways and
Means Committee, Mrs. BLACK, for
yielding time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of H. Con. Res. 89, a resolution express-
ing the sense of Congress that a carbon
tax would be detrimental to the United
States economy.

At a time when 80 percent of domes-
tic energy consumption comes from
natural gas, from oil, from coal, it is,
clearly, counterproductive to make
these necessary resources more expen-
sive by imposing an indirect tax on
these fuels. A carbon tax means higher
utility bills for families, more expen-
sive goods and services for consumers,
decreased economic activity, and it
would really hurt job creation. We al-
ready heard about the dismal numbers
last week that were released—38,000
non-farm-related jobs.

Let me just be clear. When we were
in the recession, one of the prime driv-
ers economically that took us out of
the recession was the shale revolu-
tion—a real energy renaissance in this
country.

Mr. Speaker, this type of tax is not
just a tax on carbon—it is a tax on
working families; it is a tax on the
American economy; it is a tax on
American competitiveness; it is a tax
on our energy security. It strikes right
at the foundation of our national secu-
rity. It is the wrong thing to do. It is
a regressive tax. It hurts the people
who are most dependent on fixed in-
comes—seniors. It hurts them most.

Why would we even consider doing
this?

There are better ways to set up tax-
ation for this country that meet our
needs. I just don’t understand why one
would propose this type of tax, other
than the fact that there is a radical en-
vironmental agenda, which would hurt
manufacturing and American competi-
tiveness. We can’t do this. We need to
grow this economy. We need growth
around 3 to 4 percent minimum to cre-
ate jobs, to let American business cre-
ate value, to assert American leader-
ship globally. We are not going to do
this with a carbon tax. We won’t do it.
We need pro-growth policies.

Mr. Speaker, the American people
understand this. A recent study by the
Institute for Energy Policy found that
over 60 percent of Americans oppose
this type of idea.

I applaud Whip SCALISE for offering
this sensible resolution because it then
puts forth a very strong, affirmative
statement that we are not going to dis-
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arm the American economy, that we
are not going to strike a blow at Amer-
ican competitiveness when we are
struggling already as it is.

I am sick and tired of the fact that
American leadership is eroding around
the world. I am sick and tired of the
fact that we are walking around with
timidity. We ought to be embracing the
concept of American leadership. This
gives us an opportunity, based on
American innovation and energy—the
clearest example of which I know of
American exceptionalism—to rewrite
the rules of energy security based on
open markets, transparent pricing, and
diversity of supply source.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I am pleased to hear my friend from
Louisiana with his impassioned presen-
tation today; but his presentation,
coming on the heels of what we all
heard from the Prime Minister of
India—calling for a low carbon, sus-
tainable, innovative future—makes me
sad.

If we would have had our economy
take these issues seriously—maybe
have a week of hearings—we would
have been able to demonstrate to the
gentleman with an impartial panel of
independent experts all across the po-
litical spectrum—Conservative, Lib-
eral, Republican, and Democrat—that a
carbon tax, revenue neutral, is, actu-
ally, the key to the innovative future
they want.

There are all sorts of ways to design
a carbon tax, to, actually, enhance the
role—the economic status—of low- and
moderate-income people, but we never
had a hearing on that. It is just simply
dismissed as something that we can’t
do, but they have done it elsewhere in
the world. If the committee had done
its job, we would be dealing with facts,
not hyperbole.

O 0930

If the committee had done its job, we
would have heard that we have very
real challenges today to American se-
curity, which our Department of De-
fense has pointed out.

Climate change, despite denial from
some of my friends on the other side of
the aisle, is a threat today to the
American military posture. Climate
change is disrupting industries like
fishing. It is producing unprecedented
flooding, forest fires, and a wildly un-
predictable weather future. The reduc-
tion of arctic ice at unprecedented lev-
els ought to be of concern to my
friends on the other side of the aisle.
Maybe if we had some open, honest
hearings that were balanced and inde-
pendent, that case would have been
made and they may support it.

But whether or not they care about
climate change and global warming, a
carbon tax makes sense for American
innovation, the economy, and our com-
petitiveness. It is the areas of low-car-
bon energy that have seen the job
growth. There are now more peobple
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working in wind and solar than the
coal industry by far. That is where the
job growth has been undertaken.

A carbon tax would enhance Amer-
ica’s global competitiveness. And if we
had hearings, listening to independent
experts across the board, that case
would be made, and I don’t think we
would have this foolish resolution on
the floor.

These are elements that would inject
into our energy policy an even, bal-
anced approach using market forces,
which are much easier than some of
the incentives that we have, which are
important, which people on both sides
of the aisle have supported in the past.
But a carbon tax is a more effective
way of achieving those objectives.

Now, Mr. Speaker, I am sad that we
didn’t have that debate in committee. I
am sad that we didn’t hear from inde-
pendent experts. I think of our friend
Bob Inglis, former Congressperson, who
is on a personal crusade working with
the evangelical community about the
merits of a carbon tax. It would have
been great to have heard from Bob and
others like him to be able to present a
balanced picture and be able to deal
with meaningful policy.

I still hope that someday, that time
will come that our Ways and Means
Committee actually takes the time to
dive into one of the most important
issues of the day and to examine one of
the tools that independent experts all
across the spectrum agree would be a
solid addition and actually simplify
the Tax Code while we can help people
in low income and small business and
provide incentives for America’s global
competitiveness, like we heard from
the Prime Minister of India from that
very rostrum just 2 days ago.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mrs. BLACK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. KELLY), a colleague of
mine and a member of the Ways and
Means Committee.

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentlewoman
from Tennessee (Mrs. BLACK). We see
eye to eye on almost everything in our
lives, and it is really good to be able to
stand here today and speak so strongly
in favor of H. Con. Res. 89. I really do
appreciate the passion and sincerity of
my colleagues across the aisle.

What we are talking today is about
policy. What we are talking about
today is the all-important, unintended
consequences that so often are put to
blame for bad things that happen to
American people. They are well in-
tended, yes, at their conception, but
very harmful.

We are talking about a carbon tax,
$10 a barrel on oil. And we are saying:
Well, don’t worry about that because
that is going to be charged upstream.
That is going to be charged when it is
taken out of the ground.

But we all know that every single
tax, every single cost is paid down-
stream.

What do I mean by that?
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Every day hardworking Americans
get up in the morning and want to put
a roof over the heads of their families,
food on the table, clothes on their
back, and a little bit of money put
away for their future. But every day we
continue to come up with policies that
somehow, although well intended,
make it harder for them to make a liv-
ing, make it harder for them to live the
American Dream, make it harder for
them to get ready for the future.

Now, I know there are always going
to be existential threats. I get that. My
grandson is afraid to get out of bed at
night because he thinks there is a mon-
ster under it. He thinks that if you get
up in the middle of the night, maybe
there is somebody in the closet or
maybe there is something else.

Now, I am not a climate change de-
nier. Of course, the climate changes. I
have seen it happen in my life. I have
seen it where people say it is getting
too cold and now it is getting too
warm.

Well, you know what?

It just changes. I get that.

What doesn’t change is the assault on
the American people to pick up the tab
on all of these costs. There is nothing
that makes less sense to me than what
we are doing. And back home where 1
come from, there is an old saying that
goes something like this: Measure
twice and cut once.

Why?

Because once you do that cut, it is
permanent. That is why you want to
measure twice to make sure that the
cut you make is the right cut. That is
why you need to take the policies that
affect everyday American people and
make sure that you are not hurting
them.

Well intended, I get it. I know it is
well intended. I just don’t think the
American people have to pay the brunt
of this.

I am very aware of the Prime Min-
ister of India being here Wednesday.
And I also know that between India
and China, that is where the greatest
pollution comes from. I get it. I get it.

Putting $10 a barrel on o0il coming
out of the ground just doesn’t make
sense. I would just like my friends on
both sides of the aisle to think about
somebody named Steven Jobs. Steven
Jobs did not invent the PC because we
taxed typewriters too high and caused
the cost of that. Innovation, of course,
is the answer. And we have seen great
innovation.

I know where I am from in western
Pennsylvania, that clean coal is real.
But the President promised, when he
was running as a candidate, that he
would put those who chose to make
electricity by burning coal out of busi-
ness. So we regulate them to the point
where it is no longer cost efficient to
do that, but we keep moving that way.

The fact that 40,000 Pennsylvanians
make a living that way, well, don’t
worry about that, they will have to
find something else to do. You can go
down to West Virginia and you can
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hear where candidates told them: Lis-
ten, you are going to be out of busi-
ness, but we will find something else
for you to do and we will just get to
that later.

Look, we have an opportunity today.
This is a sense of Congress to tell the
American people what it is that we
think goes on with this policy. For far
too long we have turned a deaf ear and
a blind eye to the people who sent us
here to represent them. We talk very
loftily about what it is that we would
like to see, how it is that we would like
it to go, our dream for the future. But
we forget that every day, hardworking
American taxpayers get up, throw
their feet out over the side of the bed,
and go to work for a very particular
reason: their families, their churches,
their schools, their communities and,
more importantly, all of America.

Well intended, yes. But the results
would be devastating.

And who would pay this carbon tax?
Who would pay this $10 a barrel?

It would be any man or woman who
has to go out and buy anything for his
or her family. It would be reflected in
the cost of everything we put on our
backs and everything we put in our
mouths. It would affect everything we
do when we travel from one point to
another, but we say it is necessary. It
is necessary because we have to tax
this so high that we drive people away
from it.

I would hope that we could come to-
gether in America’s House and do what
is right for America’s people, to do
what is right for the people who sent us
here to represent them because they
are working so hard to make sure that
there is a future for their children.

In the last month when we created
one job for every 8,000 Americans—one
job for every 8,000 Americans, are you
kidding me?—in the greatest country
the world has ever known, in a Nation
that leads the world in defending free-
dom and liberty, in a Nation that
knows that the best way to help others
is through American participation——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman has expired.

Mrs. BLACK. Mr. Speaker, I yield an
additional 1 minute to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I do want to make sure that
this final point comes across: We can
work together for solutions. We can
work together to do the same things
for the same people that we all came
here to represent. I do not think that
there are ill-intended ideas on the
other side. I think they are well-in-
tended. I just think they are wrong. I
think they are wrong for the times,
and I think they are wrong for the
American people.

As I said earlier, where I am from,
there are a lot of old adages. And one
of them is: don’t worry about the mule,
just load the wagon.

I will tell you right now that the
mule is trying to find a way to unhook
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itself from the wagon because that load
has gotten too heavy to pay. I know
that the people who are loading the
wagon think it is okay because at some
point, that is going to have to be deliv-
ered somewhere. The truth of the mat-
ter is it is not.

We have put too heavy a burden on
American taxpayers, hardworking
American taxpayers, hardworking
Americans. 1.4 million American lives
have been sacrificed for the freedom
and liberty not just of this country—
our country and our Nation—but for
the whole world. So I say let’s be care-
ful before we do these well-intended
but careless things. Let’s be careful be-
fore we turn our backs on the people
who we actually represent here, and
that is hardworking American people.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I couldn’t agree more with my good
friend from Butler, Pennsylvania, that
we can actually come together and
fashion solutions. That is why it is
such a tragedy that this resolution
comes to the floor without ever having
our committee work on it, because we
could have had hearings that could
have narrowed those gaps.

I include in the RECORD a letter from
six conservative advocates for climate
change action.

JUNE 7, 2016.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: Later this week
Congress will take up a resolution sponsored
by Congressman Scalise (R-LA1l) that ex-
presses the sense of Congress that a carbon
tax would be detrimental to the economy of
the United States. We are concerned that
this resolution offers a limited perspective
on carbon taxes and is blind to the potential
benefits of market-based climate policy.
Legislation that incorporates a carbon tax
could include regulatory and tax reforms to
make the United States economy more com-
petitive, innovative, and robust, benefiting
both present and future generations.

We recognize that a carbon tax, like any
tax, will impose economic costs. But climate
change is also imposing economic costs. This
resolution falls short by recognizing the cost
of action without considering the cost of
staying on our present policy course. There
are, of course, uncertainties about the future
cost of climate change and, likewise, the
cost associated with a carbon tax (much
would depend on program design and the
pace and nature of technological progress).
The need for action, however, is clear. A re-
cent survey of economists who publish in
leading peer-reviewed journals on these mat-
ters found that 93% believe that a meaning-
ful policy response to climate change is war-
ranted.

The least burdensome, most straight-
forward, and most market-friendly means of
addressing climate change is to price the
risks imposed by greenhouse gas emissions
via a tax. This would harness price signals,
rather than regulations, to guide market re-
sponse. That is why carbon pricing has the
support of free market economists, a major-
ity of the global business community, and a
large number of the largest multinational
private oil and gas companies in the world
(the corporate entities among the most di-
rectly affected by climate policy).

In reaching a conclusion, this resolution
neglects the fact that the United States al-
ready has a multiplicity of carbon taxes.
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They are imposed, however, via dozens of
federal and state regulations, are invisible to
consumers, unevenly imposed across indus-
trial sectors, unnecessarily costly, and grow-
ing in size and scope. The policy choice is
not if we should price carbon emissions, but
how.

Unfortunately, this resolution also fails to
differentiate between proposals that would
impose carbon taxes on top of existing regu-
lations (chiefly the Obama Administration’s
Clean Power Plan), and proposals that would
impose carbon taxes in place of those exist-
ing regulations. Conservatives and free mar-
ket advocates should embrace the latter, re-
gardless of how they view climate risks.

An economy-wide carbon tax that replaces
existing regulatory interventions could re-
duce the cost of climate policy and deregu-
late the economy. It could also provide rev-
enue to support pro-growth tax reform, in-
cluding corporate income or payroll tax cuts,
which could dramatically reduce overall
costs on the economy. Revenues could be ap-
plied to compensate those who suffer the
most from higher energy costs; the poor, the
elderly, and individuals and families living
on fixed incomes.

Unfortunately, none of those options are
presently available because Members of Con-
gress have neglected opportunities to design
and debate market-friendly climate policies
in legislation. Instead, they have yielded au-
thority in climate policy design to the Exec-
utive Branch. By discouraging a long-over-
due discussion about sensible carbon pricing,
this resolution frustrates the development of
better policy.

Sincerely,
JERRY TAYLOR,

President, Niskanen
Center.

BOB INGLIS,

Ezxecutive Director,

RepublicEn.
APARNA MATHUR,

Resident Scholar,
American Enterprise
Institute.

ELI LEHRER,

President, R Street In-
stitute.

THE REV. MITCHELL C.

HESCOX,

President, Evangelical
Environmental Net-
work.

ALAN VIARD,

Resident Scholar,
American Enterprise
Institute.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, my
friend from Pennsylvania could have
heard them talk about the need for ac-
tion and how you can design a carbon
tax that meets the objectives he is
talking about, but we never did that.
We didn’t listen to experts across the
spectrum—Republican, Democrat, con-
servative, liberal, economists, and sci-
entists—to be able to examine the
facts.

Instead, we have a cartoon proposal
that they are arguing against as op-
posed to something that we could have
worked on together that is promoted
by most of the independent experts in
the field. And someday within our life-
time this Congress will consider and, I
think, probably approve.

I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman
from Seattle, Washington (Mr.
MCDERMOTT), who has looked at some
of these challenges around the globe.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, as 1
come to speak on the floor, I think I
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am in the House of the deniers. Now, in
2007, that liberal journal, National Geo-
graphic, had an article called ‘‘The Big
Thaw.” And it says:

“It’s no surprise that a warming cli-
mate is melting the world’s glaciers
and polar ice. But no one expected it to
happen this fast.”

That was in 2007. That was 9 years
ago.

I was taken, along with GERRY CON-
NOLLY, up to the Arctic with the
Norweigian Government. They are wor-
ried about what is happening.

This resolution is just burying your
head in the sand. I think you are
thinking that if you put your head in
the sand long enough, it will go away
and, when you pull your head out, it
won’t be there.

The CBO just put a report out: Texas,
Louisiana, and Florida are going to
have hurricane damage that is unbe-
lievable. FEMA already accounts for 45
percent of money spent on hurricane
damage, $95 billion since 2000.

Now, if you think the insurance com-
panies are going to Kkeep insuring
against hurricanes, you have another
thing coming. At some point, they are
going to say: We are not doing hurri-
cane insurance in Florida, Louisiana,
Texas, and a whole bunch of other
places. That is the economics.

You say: Let’s not pay anything
right now, let’s not change anything,
let’s not work on it.

But if we don’t work on it, we are
going to pay later. I am old enough to
remember a FRAM commercial on the
television. It was an air cleaner on
your car, and it said: Pay me now or
pay me later. And this is what this is
about today.

Now, there are things going on in
this country which just absolutely bog-
gle my mind. In North Carolina, the as-
sembly got together and they said: You
know what? We are not going to spend
any money to measure the sea levels.

Now, you have hundreds of miles of
coastline in North Carolina where the
sea is rising and property values are
going to be lost. We are talking money
here. We are not talking soft, liberal
stuff. This is real, and people don’t
want to even look at it.

In Florida and Wisconsin, they took
a novel approach and they said: We are
not even going to use the words ‘‘cli-
mate change’ in anything.

Now, here in Congress, the climate
deniers take many forms, from block-
ing the words ‘‘social cost of carbon”
to directing the Department of Defense
to ignore climate change. All the
while, the DOD itself highlights the
threat of climate change to national
security. Republicans like to talk
about national security.

0 0945

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield the gentleman an additional 1
minute.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. If you are serious
about talking about national security,

The
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you better start talking about the cli-
mate change that is going on in the
world. Sea lanes across the North Pole
are coming, boats are already coming,
we are building the Panama Canal
wider, and it is opening up on the north
end of the globe.

Now, this absurdity cannot last, and
we have got to begin to do what Mr.
BLUMENAUER suggested. There have to
be hearings. Bob Inglis, I knew him
when he was here. God, he was a wild-
eyed liberal. I couldn’t believe what a
wild-eyed liberal he was. He came down
here talking about a carbon tax. I had
a carbon tax. Mr. LARSON had a carbon
tax.

This is not a partisan issue, Demo-
crat versus Republican; it is whether or
not you are going to look at the
science of what is happening on the
globe. I urge people to vote ‘‘no’ on
this. You will come back and do it in a
couple of years.

Mrs. BLACK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Lou-
isiana (Mr. SCALISE), our majority
whip.

Mr. SCALISE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman from Tennessee for
yielding. I am proud to bring forward
this legislation, Mr. Speaker, that ex-
presses the strong sense of Congress
that a carbon tax would be detrimental
to the United States economy.

If you look at what this administra-
tion has done through radical rules and
regulations, through all of its agencies,
starting with the EPA, with the IRS,
with the NLRB, the whole alphabet
soup of Federal agencies that every
morning wake up trying to figure out
how to make it harder for our economy
to get moving again, how to make it
harder for people to create jobs in
America, frankly, the results of these
radical regulations are shifting and
running jobs away, out of our country
to foreign countries like China, like
India, and they want to keep it going.

This is not a new concept, Mr. Speak-
er. They tried this years ago when they
brought through the cap-and-trade bill.
Passed out of the House, it couldn’t
even pass in the Senate when they had
a supermajority in the Senate with 60
votes because it was such a detri-
mental idea that would devastate our
economy. Yet even with that defeat,
President Obama still tries to come
back with a carbon tax through other
means, whether it is regulations or
whether it is superimposed carbon
taxes through the EPA and some of the
other things they are doing.

We have had hearings on this, Mr.
Speaker. There is data all around that
confirms how devastating a carbon tax
would be to the United States econ-
omy. You can just look at what some
of the outside groups that look at this
said. The National Association of Man-
ufacturers, the people that make
things in America, have confirmed we
would lose more than a million jobs in
America if a carbon tax was imposed.

Where would those jobs go? They
would go to countries, ironically, that
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don’t have the good environmental
standards we already have. So they
would go to countries like China and
India where, if you are concerned about
carbon going into the atmosphere, the
things that they do to produce the
same things we produce here in Amer-
ica, it creates more than five times the
amount of carbon in those countries.
So you are shifting jobs out of America
to send it to countries where you would
actually create more carbon.

They talk about somehow being able
to create policy that will stop hurri-
canes and change the sea level rising,
for goodness sake, as if some policy is
going to do that.

By the way, the result of their poli-
cies will increase carbon in the Earth’s
atmosphere. But let’s not even talk
about that. Let’s actually talk about
the track record of this administration
that now wants to control the Earth’s
temperature.

They spent over $500 million and
couldn’t even create a Web site to take
your health insurance requests,
healthcare.gov. Remember that? Well,
this same group now thinks they can
control the Earth’s temperature
through radical policies.

Again, let’s look at the devastating
impact these policies would have. They
wouldn’t work, first of all, but they
would have a devastating impact on
the middle class of this country. The
Congressional Budget Office, our own
Congressional Budget Office that
looked at this, said a carbon tax would
actually hit low-income people the
hardest, even harder than high-income
people.

It would have a devastating impact
on those people who are least able to
afford it because it would increase the
cost of everything they do. It would in-
crease your food costs at the grocery
store. It would increase, of course,
what you pay at the pump. It would in-
crease your electricity prices.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
time of the gentleman has expired.

Mrs. BLACK. Mr. Speaker, I yield an
additional 2 minutes to the gentleman.

Mr. SCALISE. The Heritage Founda-
tion looked at this and said that this
kind of carbon tax would actually in-
crease the cost of everything that fam-
ilies buy by over $1,400 per family.
Families are going to pay $1,400 more
every year for the cost of a carbon tax
that the other side wants to defend.
And to yield what? To just yield an op-
portunity for countries like China and
India to grow their economies at the
expense of ours.

So, Mr. Speaker, if you look at what
they are trying to do—and, again, if
you want to do this, bring it forward as
an idea in legislation. They tried it
with cap-and-trade, and it got defeated
when Democrats controlled everything.
There is bipartisanship on this issue,
and the bipartisanship is in opposition
to a carbon tax.

So why don’t we go on record and be
very clear about it, not just that it is
bad policy, but also to reaffirm how
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devastating it would be for the United
States economy.

It shouldn’t move forward. The Presi-
dent needs to stop this radical agenda
and instead focus on reversing the de-
pressing economic activity that we
have seen in this country since he has
been President because of these kinds
of policies.

Let’s get real economic growth. Let’s
bring those jobs back to the United
States. Let’s reject a carbon tax.

I urge adoption of this resolution.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I enjoyed my friend
from Louisiana’s impassioned presen-
tation. It is too bad that the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means didn’t actu-
ally sit down and go through the ele-
ments that would be in a balanced car-
bon tax. He is debating a cartoon
version, not one that we worked on.

I am going to yield, in a moment, to
one of the gentlemen who, earlier in
this carbon debate several Congresses
ago, has been involved with crafting a
realistic carbon tax.

We had the reference to the inability
to move the cap-and-trade, which I
don’t think is as good as a carbon tax.
It failed because there were a minority
of the Senate who were opposed to al-
lowing it to go forward. It wasn’t that
we didn’t have a majority that were in-
terested. In the Senate, you can have a
veto with 41 people who are decided
that they are not going to allow things
to move forward.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Connecticut (Mr. LAR-
SON). He has been a student of a carbon
tax, who has listened to those people
across the political spectrum and has
been a champion of a reasonable,
thoughtful approach to promote Amer-
ican innovation.

I would just point out the areas
where we have had the greatest job
growth in the energy sector have not
been petroleum or coal. It has been
solar and wind. A carbon tax would
help accelerate that by leveling the
playing field and allowing the forces of
economics to dictate the next steps.

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, I am delighted to be on the
floor and join in this debate.

I must, along with my colleague from
Oregon, express frustration. This body
should be about the vitality of ideas.
Whatever those ideas are, in a democ-
racy, there ought to be the willingness
to express them.

Mr. BLUMENAUER has detailed, at
length, the lack of public hearings. Lis-
ten, I get it. This is a messaging oppor-
tunity. This has no force of law. All
this does is say what the sensibilities
are of the Congress.

Now, what does the public think of
the sensibilities of the Congress? What
the public thinks is that we are all
bluster and no solution and that we
never take the time to sit down and
measure twice and then cut. We just
simply don’t do that in our commit-
tees.
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And so the vitality of ideas, a very
noble idea expressed by a Republican,
Mr. Inglis, many sessions ago and em-
braced by many conservative econo-
mists in the Reagan, in the Nixon, and
in the Bush administrations about pro-
viding certainty in terms of what we
need to do and a revenue stream that
has this at its core: tax pollution—tax
pollution—at its source, and pass the
savings on to the consumers.

We know the volumes that are pro-
duced. We know the science behind
this. There should be an open and
clear-eyed debate on this; but not only
a debate about the pros and cons, but
how about something refreshing for the
American people—a solution. It may
not be the bill that I proposed or that
Bob Inglis proposed or that any num-
ber of people have embraced, but you
have major companies, including major
oil companies that will be taxed, say,
no, this is a sensible way for us to em-
brace this, and we are enjoined by the
very people who this would tax and by
conservative economists who say,
yeah, we ought to take a look at this
not only from the standpoint of the
certainty that it will provide, but the
known certainty of what pollution
does. And it is not just about climate
change. It is about the health of the air
that we breathe, what we are poisoning
in the atmosphere for our children,
what happens with respect to the ef-
fects of asthma and what happens in
terms of the people in coal mines from
black lung disease.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield the gentleman an additional 30
seconds.

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. These
debilitating diseases scream out for the
Congress not to have a message oppor-
tunity that may or may not advantage
one side or the other in the realm of
politics, but how about a solution?

How about us doing what MIKE KELLY
suggested, to work together in the
committee to come up with a positive
solution as to how to address this? Pass
the savings along to the consumer. De-
velop a revenue system that will, in
fact, allow us to rebuild our country
that is crumbling around us.

Let’s take those steps and the re-
sponsibility that we all have to the
citizens to provide them with solu-
tions, not bluster.

Mrs. BLACK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LAMALFA), a member of the
Committee on Agriculture and Com-
mittee on Natural Resources.

Mr. LAMALFA. Mr. Speaker, I thank
Mrs. BLACK and Mr. BOUSTANY on these
two concurrent resolutions that are
being offered today. I appreciate the
time.

I recall in this debate here that there
was a whole movie back in the 1960s
called “If It’s Tuesday, This Must Be
Belgium.” Well, if it is tax-raising
time, this must be Washington, D.C.,
because there are more schemes all the
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time to come hit not just big, evil cor-
porations and big energy producers;
this always ends up hitting the bottom
line of American working families and
the economy.

The President’s plan to raise a tax on
each and every barrel of oil produced
by $10 translates out to 25 cents at the
pump. We heard earlier some of my col-
leagues talk about what the carbon tax
would mean to working families—much
more than they can afford in this bad
economy and a time where the jobless
rate is higher than is even measurable
by this administration.

This continues the antidomestically
produced energy narrative of this ad-
ministration. It only hurts U.S. energy
jobs and takes productive U.S. fields,
such as what we have in California, out
of production that are on the margins
of being profitable. Instead of having
domestically produced energy, we are
going to shift more of that burden to
other sources: foreign energy or the
need for exploring more here or off-
shore.

Why don’t we allow the profitable en-
ergy and oilfields we have in California
and this country to continue to be pro-
ductive and not hamper them with an-
other additional tax that will take
them out of production and rely more
on foreign o0il?

Now, how popular is this amongst
regular people? In my own district, we
conducted a survey recently where peo-
ple actually took time to send post-
cards back into my office that came in
at approximately a 90 percent rate in
opposition to this $10-per-barrel oil tax,
which they understand means 25 cents,
again, per gallon at the gas pump.

This really, really hurts all Ameri-
cans. It hurts working families, people
on the lower end of the income scale,
but even more so, districts like mine
that are very rural and all the other
rural districts around this country
where people have to travel farther to
get to their work, to take their kids to
school or to healthcare appointments,
their ball games, maybe even save up
occasionally in this economy for a
travel vacation they might like to take
and visit the beauty of America.

J 1000

So the rural economy is even more
devastated by this—the rural economy
that also would be productive with en-
ergy—with these schemes that are
being pondered.

Additionally, there are other ideas,
like a tax on every mile driven, which
is being contemplated at some level
here federally as well as in my own
State. Tax people for every mile they
drive, tax them at the gas pump, tax
them for carbon. Again, this hits real
people in America, not just some idea
of a big, evil corporation.

The answer in Washington always
seems to be more government and tax-
ation that hurts working families. Per-
haps first, these dollars should be chan-
neled into projects that people can use.
Not more environmental projects, but
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more highways, more bridges, more
water storage. Not boondoggles like we
have in California, such as the high-
speed rail money pit, or the cost of
frivolous environmental measures that
drive up the costs of construction
projects and sometimes even com-
pletely eliminate them.

We talk about a green economy a lot,
especially on that side of the floor over
there. Why don’t we focus on a green
economy that is not based on import-
ing solar panels from China or wind
machines from Europe? How about we
get out and do the forestry that is
needed to be done to thin the forests?

We are talking about the air we
breathe. Each summer, for months, the
air is brown in northern California—
lots of California—and lots of the West-
ern States from forests that are burn-
ing because they are not managed, be-
cause they are not thinned. Instead,
they are overgrown.

That would be a green economy. We
could turn this into biomass if you
want to have real energy that works
for the equation of renewable energy.
Channel that effort into that instead of
chasing these wind machines and solar
panels.

Mr. Speaker, this is why I support H.
Con. Res. 112 and H. Con. Res. 89, to
send a message that this is more job-
killing taxes and schemes that will fix
our economy.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
time of the gentleman has expired.

Mrs. BLACK. Mr. Speaker, I yield the
gentleman an additional 1 minute.

Mr. LAMALFA. It is the freedom to
explore for and produce low-cost do-
mestic energy that will help Americans
and our economy to recover once
again.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. DELANEY), a gentleman
who brings his private sector business
success to commonsense solutions in
policy.

Mr. DELANEY. I want to thank my
friend from Oregon for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, today, my friends on
the other side of the aisle are making
four points.

The first point they are making is
that they don’t believe in science, be-
cause the science around climate
change is unassailable.

The second point they are making is
that they don’t worry about American
prosperity, because from an economic
perspective and national security, the
military, we should be reminded, has
called climate change a threat multi-
plier. This is a very significant risk to
long-term American prosperity.

The third point they are making is
that they don’t believe in the power of
markets to change behavior at its core.
They are not acknowledging the power
of a capitalistic economic model to
change people’s behavior.

And the fourth thing they are saying
is that they don’t trust U.S. businesses
to innovate into opportunities and
around challenges.

The
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These are extraordinary statements.
And contrast that with our approach. I
have a piece of legislation called the
Tax Pollution, Not Profits Act, which
puts in place a carbon pricing mecha-
nism, which has been proven to be the
most effective way—more effective
than a regulatory approach—to change
behavior and reverse some of the
trends and bend the curve on climate
change.

We take the revenues that are gen-
erated by that bill and we use it to off-
set all of the costs that my colleagues
on the other side of the aisle say exist
through tax credits to individuals. We
set aside money to take care of the re-
tirement of all the coal workers in the
United States of America for the rest
of their lives, and then we take the re-
maining revenues and we pay for a sig-
nificant and substantial cut to business
taxes.

So this piece of legislation, unlike
what my colleagues are proposing, has
a double bottom line. It will reverse
the negative effects of climate change
and the threat to our prosperity, and it
is a pro-growth policy because it puts
money back in the economy and it
makes a bet on U.S. businesses that
they can innovate and grow into oppor-
tunities and around challenges. It is re-
flective of the view of businesses in
2016, not the view of businesses from
the 1950s.

Mrs. BLACK. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker,
may I ask how much time is remain-
ing?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Oregon has 9% minutes re-
maining. The gentlewoman from Ten-
nessee has 9 minutes remaining.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2% minutes to the gentleman
from California (Mr. HUFFMAN), my
friend, who has spent a lot of time
thinking about these environmental
issues and acting on them.

Mr. HUFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in opposition to these two resolutions.

The first one, H. Con. Res. 89, says
that a carbon tax would necessarily be
detrimental to the United States econ-
omy. This is false. Plain and simple.

The truth is that we can and we must
design carbon pollution reduction
strategies to spur advancements in
clean energy technology, reduce carbon
pollution, and fight climate change.

These strategies, including a carbon
tax or a fee, can easily be designed to
be revenue-neutral, and we know from
long experience at the State and Fed-
eral level that fighting pollution is
good for jobs and good for the econ-
omy. California is a perfect example. If
anyone has questions about this, come
to California, where you will see that
climate leadership is actually also
good economics.

It doesn’t seem to matter to my col-
leagues who have offered these resolu-
tions. In the year 2016, they continue to
deny the reality of climate change.
Literally, our friends across the aisle
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are the last policymakers on the planet
Earth to hold this view. Even in other
oil-producing companies, the conserv-
ative parties in those countries ac-
knowledge climate change, and they
have positions in their party platforms
that acknowledge we need to do some-
thing about it.

Now, the other resolution, H. Con.
Res. 112, similarly demonstrates a lack
of leadership by opposing President
Obama’s proposal to finance infrastruc-
ture investments. Those who don’t sup-
port the President’s infrastructure fi-
nancing mechanism, I think, have a re-
sponsibility to offer their own solu-
tions for our infrastructure crisis. This
bill doesn’t do that. Instead, it simply
describes a desire to support Big Oil.

So here we have it: climate denial;
the party that doesn’t want to fill va-
cancies on the Supreme Court; a party
that doesn’t want to do its job to re-
spond to public health crises, like Zika;
a party that prefers not to offer any so-
lutions on our critical infrastructure
funding needs.

Is this how we are going to make
America great again?

I don’t think so. Let’s move forward
in the 21st century and not let our en-
ergy and infrastructure policies be
driven by 18th century thinking.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
oppose both of these bills.

Mrs. BLACK. Mr. Speaker, I continue
to reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 2% minutes to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. CARTWRIGHT).

Mr. CARTWRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, we
are here debating H. Con. Res. 89,
which purports to express the sense of
Congress. But really, nothing could be
further from the truth, because what it
does is express the nonsense of Con-
gress.

We are here witnessing the latest ex-
ample of climate denial brought to the
floor by the majority. The entire world
agrees that climate change is a press-
ing problem, except this extreme wing
of the Republican Party.

Climate change is already affecting
people across the globe. As Dr.
MCDERMOTT from Washington pointed
out already, the nonpartisan CBO re-
cently noted the increasing and enor-
mous budgetary impact future storms
will have on our Nation, and attributed
the majority of this problem to climate
change. And I am here to tell you these
costs will fall disproportionately on
low-income people, low-income com-
munities, and people of color in our
country.

Are we here on the floor debating a
real solution brought forward by the
majority? Are we here having hear-
ings?

No, we are not. We are here debating
a resolution cutting off a solution that
economists from all corners of the
Earth believe is the most efficient way
to address climate change.

A properly designed price on carbon
can improve the overall performance of
the U.S. economy, protect competitive-
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ness, create jobs, promote investment,
and lead us toward American energy
independence.

The gentleman from Oregon is right:
instead of debating this resolution, we
should be having hearings discussing
ways that we can sensibly lead the
transition to renewable fuels and clean
energy sources.

Even big oil companies like Royal
Dutch Shell and BP have voiced sup-
port for carbon taxes in recent years,
acknowledging that climate change is
real and that we should be doing some-
thing about it.

And I say, Mr. Speaker, vote ‘‘no’” on
H. Con. Res. 89, and let’s start a real
debate, a sensible debate on this exis-
tential threat to our Nation and to the
globe.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself the balance of my time.

I really appreciate this little window
of an opportunity to talk about a car-
bon tax. I hope that the day will come
when we will have an opportunity to
have that discussion in a robust and
thoughtful way in our Ways and Means
Committee. Heaven knows it is impor-
tant.

Lots of people have opinions and
ideas. I think we would benefit from it,
but I hope that we will have that dis-
cussion after we hear from a balanced,
wide-ranging group of independent ex-
perts across the spectrum to be able to
give us meaningful information about
it.

I include in the RECORD a letter from
Greg Dotson, who is the Vice President
for Energy Policy at the Center for
American Progress.

CENTER FOR AMERICAN PROGRESS,
Washington, DC, June 8, 2016.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: Later this week,
the U.S. House of Representatives will con-
sider H. Con. Res. 89, a resolution that re-
jects the pricing of carbon pollution. On be-
half of the Center for American Progress, 1
am writing to urge you to oppose this resolu-
tion. It is time for Congress to develop sen-
sible policies that address the serious and po-
tentially catastrophic impacts of climate
change. Science informs us that we need an
urgent solution to this problem. Although
the current Administration has made his-
toric progress on climate change, it is clear
that we need to do more to achieve addi-
tional carbon pollution reductions and lead
the world in responding to this global chal-
lenge.

Top economic advisors to both Democratic
and Republican Presidents have expressed
their support for putting a price on carbon as
an effective and efficient approach for reduc-
ing pollution. Joseph Stiglitz, former Chair-
man of the Council of Economic Advisors
(CEA) under President Bill Clinton, has stat-
ed, “Economic efficiency requires that those
who generate emissions pay the cost, and the
simplest way of forcing them to do so is
through a carbon tax.” Gregory Mankiw,
former Chairman of the CEA under President
George W. Bush, has stated, ‘‘Basic econom-
ics tells us that when you tax something,
you normally get less of it. So if we want to
reduce global emissions of carbon, we need a
global carbon tax.”

In fact, carbon pollution is already priced
in a significant portion of the world. In
total, about 40 national jurisdictions and
more than 20 cities, states, and regions on
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five continents—representing almost a quar-
ter of global greenhouse gas emissions—have
placed a price on carbon. In the United
States, 256 percent of the population lives in
a jurisdiction where carbon pollution is cur-
rently priced and where one-third of the
country’s economic activity takes place. The
price on carbon in California is the highest
of any state in the country at almost $13 per
ton of carbon dioxide equivalent, and yet the
California economy is projected to grow at a
faster pace than the rest of the United

States over the next two years.
In recent years, momentum to expand the

adoption of carbon pricing policies has been
growing. More than 400 investors with more
than $24 trillion in assets have called on gov-
ernments to establish ‘‘stable, economically
meaningful carbon pricing.” Already, more
than 1,000 businesses apply a price on carbon
to inform their investments and operations
or plan to do so in the next two years. In ad-
dition, at the United Nations climate talks
in Paris last December, governments, busi-
nesses, and nongovernmental organizations
announced the new Carbon Pricing Leader-
ship Coalition to accelerate and expand the

adoption of carbon pricing worldwide.
In order to mitigate the worst impacts of

climate change, the United States needs to
consider all possible tools at its disposal, in-
cluding the effective market-based mecha-
nisms of carbon pricing. Members of Con-
gress need to work together on a bipartisan
basis to find ways to cut carbon pollution
rather than advance polarizing measures
that take useful tools off the table. I urge
you to reject this ill-advised resolution.
Sincerely,
GREG DOTSON,
Vice President for Energy Policy,
Center for American Progress.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Let me just read
a couple of items from Mr. Dotson’s
letter.

He points out that ‘‘top economic ad-
visors to both Democratic and Repub-
lican Presidents have expressed their
support for putting a price on carbon
as an effective and efficient approach
for reducing pollution.”

He cites Gregory Mankiw, former
chairman of the Council of Economic
Advisers under President George W.
Bush, who says: ‘“Basic economics tells
us that when you tax something, you
normally get less of it. So if we want to
reduce global emissions of carbon, we
need a global carbon tax.”

“In fact, carbon pollution is already
priced in a significant portion of the
world. In total, about 40 national juris-
dictions and more than 20 cities,
states, and regions on five continents—
representing almost a quarter of global
greenhouse gas emissions—have placed
a price on carbon. In the United States,
25 percent of the population lives in ju-
risdictions where carbon pollution is
currently priced and where one-third of
the country’s economic activity takes
place.”

That is in America right now. There
is no acknowledgment of that in this
debate. We could have talked about
that in the committee.

““The price on carbon in California,”
referenced by my friend, Mr. HUFFMAN,
“is the highest of any state in the
country at almost $13 per ton . . . yet
the California economy is projected to
grow at a faster pace than the rest of
the United States over the next two
years.”

They reference the fact that ‘“‘more
than 400 investors with more than $24

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

trillion in assets have called on govern-
ments to establish ‘stable, economi-
cally meaningful carbon pricing.” Al-
ready, more than 1,000 businesses apply
a price on carbon to inform their in-
vestments and operations or plan to do
s0 in the next two years. In addition, at
the United Nations climate talks in
Paris last December, governments,
business, nongovernmental organiza-
tions announced the new Carbon Pric-
ing Leadership Coalition to accelerate
and expand the adoption of carbon pric-
ing worldwide,” in keeping with what
we heard from Prime Minister Modi in
this Chamber just 2 days ago.
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Yet my friends on the other side of
the aisle are not involved with our
being able to discuss this in depth,
being able to bring in the experts,
being able to work together to design a
pricing mechanism that avoids some of
the cartoon characteristics that they
establish here. We had that chance, and
we haven’t done it.

But this will not be the last word.
This meaningless resolution will un-
doubtedly pass today. It is not going to
have any impact in terms of the long
term. The long term, we are on a path
to price carbon, and we have the capac-
ity to do so in a thoughtful and an ef-
fective way, like the conservative lead-
ers, whose correspondence I put into
the RECORD earlier, suggest.

It can be revenue neutral. It can be
effective. It can help reverse the more
damaging effects of climate change,
and it is a way to promote economic
opportunity and global competitive-
ness.

I appreciate the opportunity to ex-
press my views on this.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mrs. BLACK. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

You know, although my colleagues
on the other side of the aisle have
made this a conversation about climate
change—which I agree that we can
have and we should have in another
venue, and that is in the committee
structure—this is about a President
who decided on his own, without com-
ing to Congress to discuss this tax, this
$10 tax on a barrel of gasoline, because
he was unable to get this carbon tax,
when, by the way, the House and the
Senate were both in his own party, he
couldn’t even get this passed. So this is
a discussion for another day about cli-
mate change, which we can all have,
and have in a very gentle way.

However, let me sum up what this
would do if this were to pass, the im-
pact that this carbon tax would have
on the American people:

It would drive up the cost of energy,
which would most affect those at the
lower income.

It would destroy well-paying jobs in
the energy industry, well-paying jobs.
Right now, when we look at what our
loss of jobs are here in this country, we
have the lowest rate of jobs in 6 years.

Number three, it would directly hit
working families the most, those at the
very lowest income, and especially
those who are elderly.
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None of these help to grow our econ-
omy and get our economy moving or
people back to work or raise their in-
comes. Therefore, I urge a ‘‘yes’ vote
on H. Con. Res. 89.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, | include
the following letter from opponents of H. Con.
Res. 89:

JUNE 7, 2016.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: On behalf of our
millions of members and supporters, the un-
dersigned organizations urge you to oppose
H. Con. Res. 89. This resolution is the latest
example of climate action denial being ad-
vanced by extreme members of the House of
Representatives. Instead of listening to the
national security experts, faith leaders, sci-
entists, energy innovators, health profes-
sionals and many others who are sounding
the alarm on climate change and have im-
plored our nation’s elected officials to sup-
port action, Rep. Scalise and the co-sponsors
of H. Con. Res. 89 appear to be looking for
another way to say ‘‘no.”’” The sponsors of the
resolution have no plan to address climate
change and have opposed every proposal to
do something about the planet’s gravest en-
vironmental problem. Many of them don’t
even accept the scientific fact that climate
change is occurring.

H. Con. Res. 89 ignores the huge costs that
our country is already experiencing due to
climate change—costs that fall dispropor-
tionately on low-income communities and
communities of color. It is clear this resolu-
tion is meant to put the interests of the pol-
luting fossil fuel companies ahead of the
American public’s best interest.

Instead of holding another just-for-show
vote against climate action, the U.S. House
of Representatives should be debating how it
can best position our country to lead the
global transition to clean energy sources.
Last year more than half of the world’s new
energy came from renewable energy sources
and the landmark Paris climate agreement
sends a powerful signal to investors that this
trend toward low-carbon energy will accel-
erate. More and more countries and hundreds
of forward-looking companies are adopting
policies to limit carbon pollution and correct
the markets failure to capture the health
and environmental costs of burning fossil
fuels.

At a time when the American taxpayer is
already paying to move vulnerable American
communities to higher ground because of cli-
mate-driven sea level rise, we have no time
to waste on empty resolutions that seek to
take potential climate solutions off the
table.

Sincerely,

Center for Biological Diversity, Clean
Water Action, Earthjustice, Environ-
ment America, Environmental Defense
Action Fund, Fresh Energy, League of
Conservation Voters, League of Women
Voters, Natural Resources Defense
Council, Public Citizen, Sierra Club,
Southern Environmental Law Center,
Union of Concerned Scientists.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
for debate has expired.

Pursuant to House Resolution 767,
the previous question is ordered.

The question is on the concurrent
resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.
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Mrs. BLACK. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned.

EXPRESSING THE SENSE OF CON-
GRESS OPPOSING THE PRESI-
DENT’S PROPOSED $10 TAX ON
EVERY BARREL OF OIL

Mr. BOUSTANY. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to House Resolution 767, I call up
the concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res.
112) expressing the sense of Congress
opposing the President’s proposed $10
tax on every barrel of oil, and ask for
its immediate consideration in the
House.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 767, the con-
current resolution is considered read.

The text of the concurrent resolution
is as follows:

H. CoN. RES. 112

Whereas raising revenue and spending
money are powers reserved to Congress by
the Constitution;

Whereas according to global economists,
the United States oil and gas industry is cur-
rently experiencing the worst industry de-
cline since similar commodity price col-
lapses in the 1980s and 1990s forced oil compa-
nies to slash payrolls and dividends;

Whereas global oil production exceeds de-
mand by more than one million barrels a
day, and Iran has promised to provide an ad-
ditional 500,000 barrels a day to the world
market, now that several sanctions have
been lifted after the recent implementation
of the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action;

Whereas the price of a barrel of oil is cur-
rently around $30, less than a third of the
$90-plus it was selling for 18 months ago;
which would mean the President’s proposal
would be equivalent to a 33.3 percent tax,
making the United States Federal excise tax
on oil the highest of any domestic product;

Whereas this tax could translate into as
much as an additional 25 cents on a gallon of
gas, when the Federal tax on gasoline is cur-
rently 18.40 cents per gallon;

Whereas the oil and gas industry accounts
for significant employment and is an even
more significant driver of investment spend-
ing and growth along the supply chain, rang-
ing from aggregates to steelmaking and spe-
cialist equipment;

Whereas more than 258,000 people employed
in oil and gas extraction and support activi-
ties globally, including more than 100,000
across the United States, have lost their jobs
since October 2014;

Whereas every lost oil and gas job leads to
an additional 3.43 jobs cut in other sectors;

Whereas that means the 114,000 job losses
in the oil and gas sector wiped out an addi-
tional 391,000 jobs in other sectors last year
and sliced economic growth to about 2.1 per-
cent from 2.6 percent;

Whereas more layoffs are virtually certain
in the months ahead in oil and gas produc-
tion, as well as along the supply chain and in
petroleum-dependent economies, as the con-
tinued price slump filters through to even
less drilling activity;

Whereas the number of rigs drilling for oil
and gas has fallen from over 1,900 in October
2014, to 744 at the end of November 2015, and
just 619 at the end of January 2016, according
to oilfield services firm Baker Hughes;

Whereas manufacturers, for example, an-
nounced 37,221 layoffs in the past 12 months;
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Whereas shipments of steel in the United
States—used to make oil and gas pipelines—
were down 11.4 percent through the first 11
months of 2015 and the industry announced
more than 12,000 layoffs during the past year,
according to the American Steel and Iron In-
stitute;

Whereas believing that oil companies will
pay the fee with no effect on consumer prices
requires also believing that the producers
won’t pass their increased cost on to refin-
ers, who won’t in turn pass their costs on to
the public; in other words, requires sus-
pending belief in basic economics;

Whereas this tax could also put American
oil companies, at a competitive disadvantage
with foreign oil companies, as imported oil
may not face the same treatment;

Whereas the domestic midstream and
downstream stages of oil and gas production
will be at a competitive disadvantage to
their global competitors due to a $10 higher
cost for every barrel of oil;

Whereas in combination with a stronger
dollar, slowing growth in international mar-
kets, and an overaccumulation of inventories
through much of the economy, the oil slump
is creating headwinds for manufacturers,
freight firms, and the wider economy; and

Whereas the oil and natural gas industry
anchors our economy in terms of jobs, eco-
nomic activity, and even State and local tax
revenue in a challenging price environment:

Now, therefore, be it
Resolved by the House of Representatives (the

Senate concurring), That Congress finds
that—

(1) any new tax placed on the struggling oil
and gas industry will further prevent growth
and development throughout the sector and
encourage additional layoffs; and

(2) the effect of a $10 tax on each barrel of
oil sold in the United States—

(A) would raise the price of oil, and by ex-
tension gasoline; and

(B) would result in a decrease in the con-
sumption of oil.

SEC. 2. SENSE OF CONGRESS.

It is the sense of Congress that—

(1) a new tax should not be placed on oil,
and

(2) in considering future policy, Congress
should carefully review the detrimental im-
pacts of placing any new taxes on any indus-
try that has seen a slash in jobs, revenue,
and production.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The con-
current resolution shall be debatable
for 1 hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the chair and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on Ways
and Means.

The gentleman from Louisiana (Mr.
BOUSTANY) and the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. LEVIN) each will control
30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Louisiana.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BOUSTANY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rials on H. Con. Res. 112, currently
under consideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Louisiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. BOUSTANY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, earlier this year, the
Obama administration, in its budget
proposal, proposed a $10.25 tax on each
barrel of oil. This will severely harm
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America’s already struggling energy
industry, but it will have a very detri-
mental impact throughout the Amer-
ican economy, and that is why I intro-
duced H. Con. Res. 112, sending a very
clear message that Congress and the
American people refuse to allow this
administration to fund an environ-
mental agenda on the backs of working
families.

It is pretty simple. At $10.25 per bar-
rel of oil, this increase would not only
add significantly to the cost of a gallon
of gasoline at the pump, certainly dis-
proportionately hurting fixed-income
families, seniors, and so forth, it would
also have a detrimental impact on job
creation, on wages, and on the Nation’s
overall economic health.

This also would effectively act as an
export tax on oil, just as we opened up
the door to export crude oil to allow
American producers to have market ac-
cess worldwide, just like our Iranian
opponents worldwide currently have
the luxury to do.

Why would we tie up the hands of
American energy producers and allow
the Iranians and OPEC to dominate
world markets? Wrong.

Secondly, at a time when, in Lou-
isiana and Texas and other States on
the coast, we understand how impor-
tant our environment, our economy
and energy policies are, we are looking
to use revenue sharing to help us re-
build coastline and marsh and replen-
ish our beaches, the administration op-
poses this. They have listed that in
their budget proposal.

This tax is a tax on hardworking
American families. It is a tax on Amer-
ican competitiveness; it is a tax on
American innovation; it is a tax on our
energy security; and it is a tax on the
very foundation of our national secu-
rity.

Now, the oil and gas industry has
watched as market conditions have
changed because of slow growth glob-
ally—low demand and abundant supply
thanks to American innovation, large-
ly. We have seen the oil price drop from
$115 a barrel in November of 2014 to as
low as $27 a barrel in January 2016.
Right now, prices are hovering around
$48, $49, $50 a barrel. This industry is
struggling. This is the industry that
took us out of recession with job cre-
ation and economic growth.

Now, I know in my home State of
Louisiana, just last year, we lost 11,700
jobs alone in Louisiana in the oil and
gas sector, 5,600 in my hometown of La-
fayette alone. Even worse, globally,
over 250,000 people have lost their jobs.

Of course, if you look at what hap-
pened in the first quarter of this year,
the revised statistics on economic
growth, 0.8 percent. How is American
business going to create value and jobs
with that kind of growth, that kind of
private sector growth?

Not only that, just last week, the Bu-
reau of Labor Statistics release showed
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38,000 jobs created last month, the
worst number since 2010. That is a ter-
rible statistic, with real human dimen-
sions.

This tax will make it worse if it were
to go forward. In fact, the Tax Founda-
tion created an economic model to
show the impact of a $10.25-per-barrel
tax over 10 years; and what this would
do, if implemented, an estimated
137,000 Americans in full-time employ-
ment in this sector would lose their
jobs.

It is important to remember that oil
is used for a lot more than just gaso-
line in our automobiles. The U.S. En-
ergy Information Administration
points out that a quarter of a barrel of
crude—a quarter of each barrel of crude
oil—is used for nonfuel goods such as
plastic, asphalt, dyes, lubricants,
power plants, home heating, and other
nontransportation uses. In fact, prod-
ucts throughout the American econ-
omy have, as their base ingredient,
these fossil fuel ingredients. This tax,
$10.25, will be passed on to those indus-
tries and consumers across this coun-
try.

The o0il and gas industry supports
more than 9 million American jobs, and
what happens through this industry
and within this industry reverberates
throughout our entire U.S. economy.

But it is also important to look at
what this proposal would do as we view
it through a national security lens.

American innovation, the energy ren-
aissance we saw with shale exploration
and hydraulic fracturing, horizontal
drilling, as well as new deepwater tech-
nology and better assessments of our
reserves, has given us this tremendous
opportunity to change global energy
security away from an OPEC- or Rus-
sian-driven model, where state-owned
enterprises control pricing and control
supply, to an American view of energy
security, which our allies desperately
want. It is a view of energy security
with diversity of supply sources, trans-
parent pricing, open markets, a view of
energy security globally, uniquely
American, that would help economic
growth globally and help so many
countries that are struggling today,
many currently in recession.

But energy security is linked to our
national security, and we have an op-
portunity to create a Western Hemi-
sphere energy trading bloc based on
these principles rather than an OPEC
or a Russian model. This is an oppor-
tunity for America to change not only
energy security, but the entire na-
tional security environment in a more
pro-American way. This tax would
really be a stab in the heart of that. It
is the wrong thing to do.

And, of course, this tax would in-
crease the cost of domestic production,
translating into higher prices for oil
and all petroleum products, potentially
eroding America’s price competitive-
ness in the global marketplace.

If the purpose of this proposal was to
increase revenue, then I would say that
the President should be, instead, pur-
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suing sound energy policies consisting
of embracing this energy sector, Amer-
ican energy production, one of the
clearest examples of American
exceptionalism, not an unfettered dras-
tic tax increase.

If you want to build roads, we need
economic growth and sensible tax poli-
cies that will help us build out our
transportation.

According to a report released by the
American Petroleum Institute, our en-
ergy producers could create 1 million
new jobs in just 7 years and increase
revenue to Federal and State govern-
ments by $800 billion by 2030 if we allow
this energy sector to do its work re-
sponsibly.

It is time for our Nation to fully em-
brace the vast opportunities unleashed
by this U.S. energy renaissance. Let’s
embrace this new era of abundance.
Let’s embrace this new era of energy
diplomacy that puts America in a
strong position.

It is time for the President to stop
his relentless tax and regulatory as-
sault on the oil and gas industry that
is only worsening our economic prob-
lems. This resolution shows very clear-
ly that Congress stands for job creation
over a radical political agenda, and I
urge my colleagues to support this res-
olution.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the Republicans don’t
like the President’s budget proposal.
They have never been able to bring
their own to the floor—never.

They talk about economic growth
and jobs. This administration has a
proud record of creating jobs. They
haven’t done all we want, but they are
successful in important respects.

This administration has had an en-
ergy policy that has really been work-
ing well, as can be seen by what has
happened. There remain problems with
it, and we will have some debate about
where we go in the future.

The problem is that the Republicans
start from a premise that is grievously
wrong. They are in denial of climate
change, and everything they do relat-
ing to energy stems from that. They
are out of step with the American peo-
ple.

A recent Gallup Poll showed this: 64
percent of Americans are worried a
great deal or a fair amount about glob-
al warming. Fifty-nine percent of
Americans say the effects of global
warming have already begun. Only 10
percent of Americans say the effects of
global warming will never happen—
only 10 percent. Sixty-five percent of
Americans, according to this Gallup
Poll of recent times, say our planet’s
temperature increases over the last 100
years are primarily caused by human
activities rather than natural causes.
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But what do we hear from the now-
leading Republican?
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Well, going back a few years, this is
what he had to say: ‘“The concept of
global warming was created by and for
the Chinese in order to make U.S. man-
ufacturing noncompetitive.”

That was 4 years ago, more or less.

Now the same person, who is now
leading the Republican Party, says
this: ‘I am not a great believer in man-
made climate change.” “If you look,
they had global cooling in the 1920s,
and now they have global warming, al-
though now they don’t know if they
have global warming.”’

So we have today, from the Repub-
lican majority, our two sense of Con-
gress resolutions. What is really needed
instead is for the Republican Party to
come to their senses on climate
change, like the vast majority of the
American people.

Mr. Speaker, it is my privilege to
yield the balance of my time to the
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. BLU-
MENAUER), one of our many Members—
but this person in particular—who has
devoted so much of his deep intel-
ligence and his energy to this issue,
and I ask unanimous consent that the
gentleman be allowed to control the
time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

There was no objection.

Mr. BOUSTANY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
KELLY), a very important member of
the House Ways and Means Committee
and someone who has extensive private
sector experience.

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. I thank
my colleague, Dr. BOUSTANY.

Mr. Speaker, again, before we came
on to the floor, we were in the Cloak-
room talking about what the debate
was going to be. And I thought the de-
bate was going to be about what was
actually happening today, and not a
scientific debate, not a debate about
what people believe or what they don’t
believe, but on the reality that the
President proposed a $10 tax on a barrel
of oil. That comes out to 25 cents per
gallon at the pump.

Now, what do I mean by that? What
I am talking about is, when hard-
working American taxpayers go to fill
up their car or their truck, it is going
to cost them 25 cents more per gallon.
It also translates into everything that
they put on their backs, that they put
in their mouths. Every aspect of life is
going to be increased.

Now, keep in mind that, while there
may be some kind of science that we
want to turn this debate into, here are
the facts: middle-income Americans
and lower-income Americans have seen
a drop in their wages—a significant
drop in their wages. Last month, we
saw that we have created one job for
every 8,000 Americans.

So we talk about today how we need
to talk about climate change. No. Here
is what we need to talk about: we need
to talk about real change in the mar-
ketplace. We need to talk about how
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we are hurting the American economy.
We need to talk about how we are
eliminating the ability of America to
compete in a global economy—an econ-
omy that I just don’t want to partici-
pate in but I think America should
dominate.

America is so blessed with so many
assets. And while we worry about all
the energy above, let’s not forget all
the energy below. Let’s not forget what
America’s strongest card is to play,
and that is energy self-sustainability.
We are able to do that.

Why in the world would anybody
think that by adding $10 on a barrel of
o0il, somehow that is going to help the
climate worldwide, when we know that
we are the only ones proposing this?
Other people around the world are
looking and saying: I can’t agree more
with the President’s ideas because we
compete against the United States, and
I would love to be on the shelf with a
product that costs more than the one
we are putting on the shelf.

So America is hurting America.
America’s policies are hurting every-
day Americans. And if we truly want to
make America great again, let’s make
America great again for every single
American. That is not a political aspi-
ration; that is a responsibility in
America’s House, and that is the House
of Representatives.

Our sense that somehow this would
be positive is absolutely wrongheaded
and wrong thinking. It just doesn’t
work that way.

Why would we sit here and debate
this today? Because we know it is
going to hurt every single hard-work-
ing American taxpayer. It is going to
add to our cost of living. It is going to
increase the cost of everything we con-
sume. We are going to do it with the
idea that somehow, the rest of the
world will follow suit, and we know
that they won’t.

What they will do is look at us and
say: You know what? Let’s take advan-
tage of America’s wrong-headedness.
Let’s make sure that we are able to
buy up more of the market, the global
market, because America continues to
hurt itself and hurt its everyday citi-
Zens.

My goodness. This is America’s
House of Representatives. We do not
come here representing ourselves—we
come here representing 705,687 Ameri-
cans who live back in our districts. We
do not come here just representing Re-
publican policy and Republican agenda.
We do not just come here representing
Democrat policy and Democrat agenda.
We come here representing America.
And if we cannot get it through our
heads that, at the end of the day, the
policy that comes out of this town—a
town that is a awash in prosperity,
good jobs, great restaurants.

I have never seen a town with more
cranes in it. I am talking about indus-
trial cranes. I would love some of my
colleagues to walk back home with me
and go into the cities, the towns, and
the little villages that I represent. And
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you tell those people: things are really
getting good; we are on the right stage;
we are on the right trajectory; that we
are going to become good again. But
the question is: When?

I would just suggest that—and I said
this earlier—you cannot continue to
put the burden of these policies—well-
intended, though they may be—on the
backs of hardworking American tax-
payers, men and women who get up
every day with one resolve and one re-
solve only, and that is to take care of
their families, to build a better com-
munity, and to build a better life.

Why in the world do we have to waste
time debating something today that
could be debated elsewhere? But we
come here today with a resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress that the
President’s ideas in his budget are ab-
solutely wrong for every single Amer-
ican.

We can debate these things later. But
we have to come to agreement at some
point here, that we just don’t represent
our parties—we represent people. That
is far more important than any party
that we represent.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. BOUSTANY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the gentleman an additional 1 minute.

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. I thank
the gentleman.

Look, I have only been here 5 years.
But I come out of the private sector. I
never, ever thought I would be serving
in Congress because 1 mnever, ever
thought I would have to. I thought peo-
ple would come here representing me
and my family; my community, my
State, and my Nation; and that they
would do the right thing. And I don’t
say that they don’t think they are
doing the right thing. But at the end of
the day, the final results don’t look
very good.

In a Nation that is quickly approach-
ing $20 trillion in debt and burdening
every single American taxpayer with
more and more cost of being here while
not increasing their opportunity, I
think we need to take a hard look,
take a look in the mirror and under-
stand that it all changes, it all starts
with each of us. We can change this.
We can make it better. But we can’t
make it better by putting a heavy bur-
den on our taxpayers. It just doesn’t
make sense.

As I said earlier, America can domi-
nate a global economy. Just partici-
pating isn’t enough. I would just sug-
gest that that is all possible in a land
that has been so graced by gifts from
God that make it possible for us to do
that. The only thing that can keep it
from happening are policies coming out
of Washington, D.C.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I always enjoy sharing the debate
with my good friend from Butler, Penn-
sylvania, who cares passionately about
this country. He has some, I think,
great ideas. We often find areas that we
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can agree. I think even the issue that
we are debating today could be an area
where we could find agreement, be-
cause what the President is proposing
is not to levy a fee and have the money
burned up. The President is proposing a
fee to fix America’s damaged infra-
structure.

I know my friend from Butler cares
passionately about the people who he
represents. They are paying a tax
today for poor infrastructure. The av-
erage American pays three times with
annual damage to their cars than what
this fee would be, if it were translated
directly to a gas tax increase.

I note that his State of Pennsylvania
actually has imposed an oil franchise
fee which is the equivalent of about an-
other 9.5 cent increase. Pennsylvania
did that because their infrastructure is
damaged.

Well, that is what we should have as
part of this discussion today. Again, we
have a cartoon proposal that assumes
that there is just a barrel fee that is
just a burden on the American public
and not look at what the fee is for,
what benefits would accrue if, again,
we had actually had the Ways and
Means Committee meet and discuss the
legislation that was referred to us. We
didn’t have a hearing on this.

One of the things I have pleaded with
Ways and Means leadership for as long
as I have been on the committee: Let’s
sit down and actually have meaningful
discussions with the men and women
who manage, design, build, and operate
America’s infrastructure. If we would
have had that debate in this Congress,
we could have had arrayed before us
the president of the AFL-CIO, the
president of the U.S. Chamber of Com-
merce, the president—actually, we did
have the president of the American
Trucking Association, the one witness
the Democrats were allowed, who said:
Raise the tax on my people, along with
everybody else, to rebuild and renew
America.

But we never had a robust, broad de-
bate before our committee. If we did,
we would have had the broadest coali-
tion of any major issue that we consid-
ered: the people who design roads, the
people who come forward with the as-
phalt, and the people who are the deliv-
ery services.

We are paying a tremendous price
today because America is falling apart
and falling behind. You don’t have to
go very far to ask people in Louisiana;
Portland, Oregon; or Houston, Texas, if
we have got a problem. This is an in-
vestment that more than pays for
itself. Again, this isn’t money down
some rat hole. This is money that
would be invested to rebuild and renew
America.

If we would have had a real hearing
on this proposal—which we didn’t—we
could have had the people from Stand-
ard & Poor’s research come in and re-
view their report. Every $1.2 billion we
spend on infrastructure creates $2 bil-
lion of economic activity. These are
the people who would have family-wage
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jobs from coast to coast who would
help revitalize local economies, while
we make our infrastructure safer and
more effective.

And it isn’t just economic activity.
That Standard & Poor’s report would
have revealed that that $1.2 billion in
infrastructure would have reduced the
deficit by $200 million, but we didn’t
have that debate. So we have people
coming up here on the floor somehow
claiming that the President’s respon-
sible proposal to fund infrastructure
would be an economic disaster, ignor-
ing the fact that we have an infrastruc-
ture crisis in this country right now.

The American Society of Civil Engi-
neers points out that our failure to
deal with this is a tax of over $3,000 per
family.

If we would be honest, have inde-
pendent experts, if the committee
would do its job, we wouldn’t be having
bizarre debates like this that suggest
that the President’s proposal would
hurt the economy or would be costly.
To the contrary, it would strengthen
the economy, put millions of people to
work at family-wage jobs, and improve
the conditions of families from coast to
coast.

We are going to have, I hope, more
heard about this in the future. But I
hope that we don’t have proposals that
are rushed to the floor without
thoughtful committee action and mak-
ing strange assertions that simply are
not supported by facts.
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If we impose the fee that the Presi-
dent is talking about to rebuild and
renew America, it will create more eco-
nomic activity, it will put people to
work, and it will give Americans the
infrastructure they deserve and en-
hance our economic security at home
and abroad.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. BOUSTANY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 1 minute to respond to some-
thing before I yield to my colleague.

Let me just say that I appreciate the
gentleman’s passion for transportation
infrastructure. I share it. We have had
many conversations. But he well knows
that the ideal way to solve this is with
a specific user fee for that purpose.

This particular tax, $10.25 on a barrel
of oil, has such a huge detrimental eco-
nomic impact across all sectors of our
economy. That is not the way to go.
That is why I don’t think this is some-
thing we should entertain as the Presi-
dent has proposed. I think we need
thoughtful discussion about this, and
that will come in due time.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Louisiana (Mr.
GRAVES), a member of the Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure Committee
and someone I have great respect for.

Mr. GRAVES of Louisiana. Mr.
Speaker, I appreciate the gentleman
yielding, and I appreciate him bringing
this up.

Mr. Speaker, I really regret the fact
that this has devolved into a big par-
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tisan debate or a big partisan discus-
sion.

Everyone in this Chamber supports
the concept of infrastructure invest-
ment. That is not what this is about.
That is not what this is about. All of us
support infrastructure investment, and
all of us agree that we have under-
funded infrastructure, that we need
more investment in infrastructure.

In my home State, in Baton Rouge,
in the capital region, we have the
worst traffic in the Nation for a
midsize city. Our people sit in traffic
an average of 47 hours above the na-
tional average at home. It is ridicu-
lous.

Here is what is going on right now.
Here is what is going on. The gas tax
was set up to be a user fee. It was set
up to be a user fee that the more you
drove, the more you used the roads, the
more you paid for it. That is the way
that this is supposed to work.

What has happened is that the Presi-
dent has come out and offered a pro-
posal that disconnects the user fee. We
support a user fee model. We support
lock-boxing the dollars and making
sure that they are dedicated to infra-
structure as opposed to what has hap-
pened, for example, another issue that
the sponsor of this legislation has
worked on—the harbor maintenance
trust fund—where billions of dollars
have been charged on the auspices of
one thing and diverted to something
else. We support infrastructure invest-
ment.

Now, what is going on right now is
we are seeing this continuation of poli-
cies out of this administration that is
contrary to American interests, and I
want to explain that.

You see, Mr. Speaker, the gentleman
from Oregon State probably—and I
haven’t verified this—but probably de-
pended upon the State of Louisiana,
one of the top producers of oil and gas
in this country, to power their cars, to
power their vehicles, and to power
their airplanes that they fly back and
forth from Washington, D.C., to the
West Coast. We provide that. But at
home, in our State of Louisiana, we
have lost one-third of our oil and gas
jobs. We are Kkilling this industry be-
cause of overregulation.

Something that just shocks me is,
last year, we listened to the Secretary
of State, John Kerry, stand up and say:
We need to allow Iran to export their
oil so their economy can recover. Our
Secretary of State said that. Yet, at
the same time, at home, in Louisiana,
we were prohibited from exporting our
oil.

Why in the world would we treat Iran
better than Louisiana, better than
Texas, better than Oklahoma, and all
of these energy-producing States
across the United States?

So do you know what we did? After
opposition from the White House, we fi-
nally lifted the 40-year-old oil export
ban. So what happens? Within a month
and a half, we get a proposal from the
President to put a $10.25-a-barrel tax
on American oil.
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What does that do? If we try and take
our oil out to global markets, we are
immediately met with a premium of 30
to 40 percent over global prices. It fur-
ther kills our industry. It further kills
our domestic production that we have
lost one-third of the jobs on. And I
know everybody wants to see us fly
solar airplanes. It is not happening
right now. We need to continue to rely
on these fuels moving forward.

This should not be a partisan debate.
We support infrastructure investment.
It needs to continue to be a user fee.
We should not divorce it from a user
fee, and we should not do it in a way
that is going to kill our energy indus-
try in the United States to further in-
crease our reliance upon foreign energy
sources.

It is a flawed policy. This is con-
sistent with what we saw last year
when the President of the TUnited
States was standing up and saying,
“Give us free trade authority. We need
the ability to engage in free trade be-
cause we can outcompete other coun-
tries,” and, at the exact same time,
standing up and overregulating our
economy to where we send American
workers out there in the workforce try-
ing to compete with these other coun-
tries with our arms tied behind our
back. These policies aren’t consistent,
and they are not in the interest of the
United States.

I agree with the gentleman from Or-
egon; we need to work together. We
need to work together in a bipartisan
manner to come up with a new user fee
concept to get us additional dollars for
infrastructure.

This was a unilateral proposal. This
was not subject to hearings, and it is
not appropriate. It is contrary to our
economy; it is contrary to American
interests; and it is going to increase
our trade deficit.

Mr. Speaker, I strongly urge that we
support this legislation and that we
move forward in a bipartisan manner
to fix the user fee concept to increase
the investment in infrastructure to
where we can improve our roadways.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I
appreciate my friend from Louisiana
and his assessment. Actually, I agree
with him. We should have a different
mechanism.

I have had proposals to have different
approaches to funding infrastructure.
Some of them have been embedded in
the more recent transportation reau-
thorization, but this is something that
we never took up in our Ways and
Means Committee. I have had legisla-
tion there for several Congresses. It is
time for people to stop saying that
they support infrastructure and then
not work with us to figure out ways to
fund it going forward.

Mr. Speaker, there is nobody in Con-
gress in my tenure who has done more
to think about what we do for Amer-
ica’s infrastructure. He has had many
innovative proposals to fund infra-
structure. He has been a tireless cham-
pion of it. He is the ranking Democrat
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on the House Transportation and Infra-
structure Committee.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO).

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my colleague for yielding.

Those watching or listening might be
a little confused what this is about. It
is about a meaningless piece of paper.
It is called House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 112. It is expressing the sense of
Congress that something that the
President proposed is bad and they
don’t like it.

Well, he proposed it and they are not
going to take it up. Why are we wast-
ing time debating something that they
are not going to put on the schedule
and isn’t a reality? I don’t know. Be-
cause they are trying to fill up time? It
is not clear to me.

What they are doing is continuing to
avoid the discussion of how we are
going to pay for America’s infrastruc-
ture. Dwight David Eisenhower said,
Let’s have a user fee, a gas tax. The
last time we increased the gas tax fed-
erally was 1993—18.4 cents a gallon.
That figured out to be about 15 percent
of every gallon you bought. I paid $2.50
a gallon in Oregon last weekend. The
Federal tax is still 18.4 cents. That is
about 7 percent per gallon, and those
dollars are worth less.

We are talking about what it is going
to do to jobs if we have some sort of
tax on oil that we use to pay for infra-
structure. Let’s talk about the other
side where we can create one heck of a
lot of jobs. Every penny for a gas tax,
every penny, raises about $1.7 billion
for the Federal trust fund. $1.7 billion,
under the most conservative estimates,
most conservative, is more than 25,000
jobs. So one penny, 25,000 jobs. But, no,
we can’t go there.

I proposed we index the existing gas
tax to inflation. No, we can’t do that.
All right. Didn’t want to do that.

I proposed that we tax the fraction of
a barrel of oil that goes into taxable
transportation wuses, not manufac-
turing, not agriculture, not any of this
other stuff that they are talking about.
I put that proposal forward 7 years ago.
I put it forward to my colleagues and
to the White House. Now, the White
House has burped out something dif-
ferent here—this more indiscriminate
tax—which would go to other uses.

The point is that there are thought-
ful ways to approach this and pay for
what we need. America is falling apart.
140,000 bridges nationwide—including
the highest proportion in the State of
Pennsylvania, by the way, which we
heard from earlier—are in need of re-
placement or significant repair. Trucks
are detouring around them. People are
being detoured around them.

There are potholed roads. Forty per-
cent of the national highway system
needs not just to be resurfaced, it needs
to be dug up it has failed so badly. Peo-
ple are breaking their rims, blowing
out tires, and damaging their cars. It is
costing Americans a lot. People are
locked in congestion because we are
not dealing with the growth in traffic.
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And, oh, let’s just look out just a lit-
tle way outside the capital here to the
worst example. We are Kkilling people,
killing people, on our transit systems
unnecessarily because Congress has
failed to partner with the cities of
America and the rural areas who have
transit. We have an $84 billion backlog
to bring transit up to a state of good
repair, not new transit options to get
people out of their cars and help them
deal with congestion to get around. $384
billion just so we are not killing peo-
ple.

And we are talking about, oh, we
can’t be competitive. Yeah, we are not
competitive in the world economy. I go
around talking about how we are now
degraded. We used to have an infra-
structure that was the envy of the
world.

And I talked about how we are be-
coming Third World. My colleague
from Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) criti-
cized me very, very adamantly about
that one day. I said, What do you
mean, EARL, you know how bad it is?
He said, No, no, that is insulting to
Third World countries. They are in-
vesting a larger percentage of their
gross domestic product in infrastruc-
ture than we are here in the United
States of America. And that is true. So
now I have taken to calling us Fourth
World.

We used to be the world’s leader in
infrastructure, and now we are vault-
ing over everybody, including places
like Zimbabwe, to the back of the
pack. Give me a break.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. I yield an addi-
tional 1 minute to the gentleman from
Oregon.

Mr. DEFAZIO. And where is the dis-
cussion? It is no, no, no. No, can’t have
a barrel tax. No, can’t increase the gas
tax. No, can’t index the gas tax.

Oh, but we want to talk about a user
fee. What user fee? Why are we wasting
time on this? You are not going to
bring it up. You are in charge. You set
the agenda. Why are we passing a bill
to say we are not going to take some-
thing up?

I would be kind of embarrassed if I
was in the majority and that is what I
was wasting time on while people are
trapped in traffic, while people are
dying, because we can’t maintain our
transit systems. People are blowing
out tires because we can’t repair the
roads.

And, oh, we are all for infrastructure
until it comes to paying for it. We
passed a b-year bill. We paid for it with
phony money. We pretended that when
we have private tax collection, that it
will make money—private tax collec-
tion. Republicans have passed that
twice before. It kind of pissed off the
American people. And guess what, it
lost money each time, and then we put
it back in the IRS.

But, no, this time it is going to make
money and we are going to use it and
pay for infrastructure. Give me a
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break. And the Federal Reserve makes
that money and puts it in a reserve ac-
count with a computer. Let’s take that
money and spend it.

Basically, you are just averting the
real problem here, which is we need to
have a serious discussion about how we
are going to pay to build America’s in-
frastructure and become a world leader
again and be the envy of the world
again.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will remind Members of the
House to refrain from vulgarity in de-
bate.

Mr. BOUSTANY. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. BEYER), my friend and
colleague from across the Potomac
River, who cares a great deal about en-
vironmental policy and infrastructure.

Mr. BEYER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong opposition to this resolution
and add my strong opposition to the
resolution before, also.

As I read the text of H. Con. Res. 89,
whereas by whereas, I found myself in
disagreement with virtually every al-
leged predictive statement. This reso-
lution is framed as long-term economic
wisdom, yet exemplifies short-term
thinking and economic folly.

A carbon tax should, in fact, increase
the cost of fossil fuels, but will also ac-
celerate the rapidly falling cost of all
other fuels: solar, wind, geothermal,
hydro, and perhaps even nuclear.

A carbon tax absolutely must not fall
hardest on the poor, the elderly, and
those with fixed incomes. The best of
the carbon tax plans, Representative
VAN HOLLEN’s carbon cap and economic
dividend, returns every dollar gathered
by a carbon cap to every U.S. citizen
with a Social Security number.

This carbon cap is actually progres-
sive, with a net increase in the dispos-
able income for most Americans, and
certainly our neediest citizens. This
will be a net job creator.
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The resolution suggests that jobs and
businesses will move overseas and that
a carbon tax will restrain economic
growth. British Columbia instituted a
carbon tax in July 2008, and over the
following 5-year period, its GDP
growth actually outpaced the rest of
non-carbon-priced Canada.

In one ‘“‘whereas,” it states that U.S.
energy policy should encourage private
sector innovation and development,
but nothing would stimulate and sus-
tain such innovation as powerfully as
would appropriate carbon pricing.
Every manufacturer, perhaps every
family, would continue to search out
the best ways to minimize the costs of
production and to maximize family
welfare. We are resilient, creative, and
adaptive.

For a long time, conservative and lib-
eral economists have agreed that a car-
bon tax is the most efficient and effec-
tive way to deal with climate change.
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Let me quote from a recent letter from
four conservative and libertarian lead-
ers to Members of Congress:

The least burdensome, most straight-
forward, and most market friendly means of
addressing climate change is to price the
risks imposed by greenhouse gas emissions
via a tax. This would harness price signals,
rather than regulations, to guide a market
response. That is why carbon pricing has the
support of free market economists, a major-
ity of the global business community, and a
large number of the largest multinational
private oil and gas companies in the world.

One of the policy issues that most di-
vides our Congress is the debate on the
appropriate level of governmental reg-
ulation. But to quote again from the
same letter:

An economy-wide carbon tax that replaces
existing regulatory interventions could re-
duce the cost of climate policy and deregu-
late the economy.

Jerry Taylor of the Niskanen Center
wrote a paper called ‘‘The Conservative
Case for a Carbon Tax.” He argues
that, if conservative denial of climate
science is grounded in ideological aver-
sion to command-and-control regula-
tion, as proposed in the EPA’s proposed
Clean Power Plan, conservatives
should embrace and promote a revenue-
neutral carbon tax as a more efficient,
less burdensome, free market alter-
native.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
oppose both resolutions as they are un-
wise, unnecessary, and of backward
thinking.

Mr. BOUSTANY. Mr. Speaker, as 1
have no further requests for time, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

In closing, 1 appreciate the oppor-
tunity for us to visit on this proposal
today. I don’t agree with the resolution
by any stretch of the imagination, but
at least it is an opportunity for us to
have a little bit of the conversation
that we should have been having all
along.

I enjoy debating with my good friend
from Louisiana. I respect his intellect
and his humor, and it is fun to do a lit-
tle bit of this today. It would have been
far better if we would have been able to
do so in the context of a full committee
hearing where we would have been able
to dig deeply into these issues. For ex-
ample, we could have had the Trans-
portation Construction Coalition.

I include in the RECORD a letter on
this resolution, a letter which is dated
June 9 of this year.

JUNE 9, 2016.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: The House is sched-
uled to consider later this week a resolution
opposing President Obama’s proposal for a
$10.25 per barrel of oil tax. While H. Con. Res.
112 makes many statements regarding an oil
barrel tax, the resolution fails to mention
the intent of the President’s proposal is to
generate resources to stabilize and grow fed-
eral surface transportation investment. The
resolution also does not remind members
that recurring Highway Trust Fund revenue
shortfalls caused repeated disruptions to
their state’s transportation program over
the past eight years.
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Since 2008, Congress has approved seven
pieces of legislation transferring a total $143
billion in borrowed or General Fund revenue
into the Highway Trust Fund to prevent cuts
in federal highway and transit investment.
Over that same period, the trust fund’s per-
manent revenue deficit has led to 14 tem-
porary extensions of the surface transpor-
tation programs and one short-term reau-
thorization bill. Furthermore, upon the expi-
ration of the Fixing America’s Surface
Transportation (FAST) Act at the end of FY
2020, the Congressional Budget Office
projects the trust fund’s average annual
shortfall will grow to $18 billion.

While the sincerity of the Obama Adminis-
tration’s proposal for a Highway Trust Fund
solution is dubious given its release three
months after the President signed the FAST
Act into law, a per barrel oil tax of that
magnitude would be a real and permanent
solution. And its nexus to highway users as
a revenue mechanism is far more honest
than the budget gimmicks, deficit spending
and burdens placed on non-transportation
sectors of the economy that the Congress has
deployed since 2008 to keep investment in the
surface transportation programs essentially
static.

We certainly respect the right of members
of Congress to disagree with the President’s
proposal, but it is incumbent upon anyone
who does so to bring forward an alternative
way to achieve the same objective. We
strongly believe all potential revenue op-
tions should be on the table. Preliminarily
disparaging one significant solution just
makes it more difficult to resolve a problem
that has plagued Congress for nearly a dec-
ade.

Rather than making rhetorical statements
about taxes five months before an election,
Congress should be working in a bipartisan
manner to ensure that a permanent mecha-
nism to preserve and grow federal highway
and public transportation investment is in
place well before the U.S. Department of
Transportation starts warning states of the
next highway program shutdown.

Sincerely,
THE TRANSPORTATION
CONSTRUCTION COALITION.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker,
they point out that the resolution fails
to mention that the intent of the
President’s proposal is to generate re-
sources to stabilize and grow Federal
surface transportation investment. The
resolution does not remind Members
that the recurring Highway Trust Fund
revenue shortfalls caused repeated dis-
ruptions to their States’ transpor-
tation programs over the past eight
years.

We have had to have 14 temporary ex-
tensions of the Surface Transportation
Act, and the only way we got the FAST
Act passed, as my friend Congressman
DEFAZIO pointed out, was with a series
of budget gimmicks, not real solutions.
At the end of 2020, when that legisla-
tion expires, we are going to face a $20
billion annual deficit.

The per barrel oil tax of this mag-
nitude, according to the Transpor-
tation Construction Coalition, would
be a real and a permanent solution. We
wouldn’t be chasing our tails all the
time. And its nexus to highway users
as a revenue mechanism is far more
honest than the budget gimmicks, def-
icit spending, and burdens placed on
non-transportation sectors of the econ-
omy that Congress has deployed since

June 10, 2016

2008 to keep investment, essentially,
static.

They state that they believe all po-
tential revenue options should be on
the table, that it is incumbent upon
anybody who wants to disagree with
the President to bring forward an al-
ternative way to meet the same objec-
tive, which, sadly, has not happened.
We haven’t even been able to discuss it
in the Ways and Means Committee.

They write:

Preliminarily disparaging one significant
solution just makes it more difficult to re-
solve a problem that has plagued Congress
for more than a decade.

Rather than making rhetorical statements
about taxes 5 months before an election,
Congress should be working in a bipartisan
manner to ensure that a permanent mecha-
nism to preserve and grow Federal highway
and public transportation investment is in
place well before the Department of Trans-
portation starts warning States about the
next program shutdown.

I seldom read statements from other
groups on the floor, but I couldn’t have
said it better myself.

That is what we should be doing rath-
er than this exercise today, which com-
pletely misses the point. This oil barrel
fee may not be perfect, but it would go
a long way toward solving the problem.
It will put millions of Americans to
work at family-wage jobs. It will create
more economic activity than the cost
of the program. For every $1.2 billion
that it generates, it will generate $2
billion of economic activity, and it will
reduce the deficit $200 million. If we
had actually had the committee do a
deep dive and spend a week in working
on it, this would have been on the
table, and I think we would have found
wide areas of agreement.

Rather than engaging in this exercise
regarding H. Con. Res. 112, I would like
to think of what Ronald Reagan did in
1982. The economy was pretty rocky in
1982. There were some contentious poli-
tics in Congress. Ronald Reagan, in his
Thanksgiving Day speech on November
29, 1982, called on Congress to come
back from their Thanksgiving recess
and work together to more than double
the Federal gas tax, because in one of
the best speeches, frankly, I have ever
heard anybody give, he pointed out the
little cost to the American consumer
would be more than offset by damage,
for example, for a couple pair of shock
absorbers.

Congress reacted to President Rea-
gan’s call for a gas tax increase on a bi-
partisan basis. It more than doubled it.
It added hundreds of thousands of jobs,
and it improved the quality of life for
Americans. It did so in keeping the bi-
partisan tradition surrounding infra-
structure. Rather than this partisan
partial debate, we ought to go back to
the basics, follow Ronald Reagan’s ex-
ample, and have a spirited, comprehen-
sive approach to solving the problem
rather than tilting at straw men.

I strongly urge the rejection of the
resolution, but, more important, the
rejection of this approach to continue
to stick our heads in the sand and
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avoid our responsibility to fund Amer-
ican infrastructure and to rebuild and
renew this great country.

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. BOUSTANY. Madam Speaker, 1
yield myself the balance of my time.

I appreciate the gentleman’s passion
and intellect, and we have had many
conversations. We do agree that we
have to fix our deplorable infrastruc-
ture, and he and I have worked on some
of these things together; but I have to
say this: When I was in medical
school—and I am a heart surgeon and I
have had years of medical training—
one of the things we learned a long
time ago in medicine was to avoid iat-
rogenic treatment, which is a fancy,
Greek-derived word which means to
avoid a treatment that makes the
problem worse. That is what this $10.25
tax would do on a barrel of oil.

I have often referred to that plaque
above the Speaker’s desk. It is a quote
from Daniel Webster. The very first
line of that reads: ‘‘Let us develop the
resources of our land.” I think it goes
beyond simple concepts of highway
transportation. It is all the resources
of our land.

We should be embracing the energy
revolution that has been unleashed by
American innovation, not taxing it
into oblivion, not overregulating it
into oblivion. This has offered tremen-
dous hope not only for Americans, but
for the world over, to offer a new view
of energy security, taking us away
from the Iranian approach or the OPEC
approach or a Russian view by which
they hoard resources and use this for
their own political purposes. America
can reshape it by embracing this en-
ergy revolution, and we can grow the
economy, create jobs, improve wages,
and have the revenues to take care of
our infrastructure.

As the gentleman well knows, Ronald
Reagan believed that a user fee was im-
portant, a specific user fee. I think he
and I would both agree that a specific
user fee is important for infrastruc-
ture. This is not a user fee. This is a
detrimental tax on American competi-
tiveness, on American jobs, on Amer-
ican wages, on American energy secu-
rity, and it hits at the very foundation
of our national security. It is the
wrong way to go. It is an iatrogenic so-
lution, a harmful solution. It is not
pro-growth. We are not proud of the
economic performance we have seen in
recent months: 0.8 percent economic
growth in the first quarter, only 38,000
non-farm jobs created last month, ac-
cording to the U.S. Bureau of Labor.
That is deplorable.

America must lead, and America can
lead by embracing the energy revolu-
tion. Let’s look at all of the impacts it
will have across our entire economy,
and then we can fashion specific solu-
tions for transportation and infrastruc-
ture and for the other things we need
to do.

This is why I stand here. That is why
I oppose this tax. That is why I think
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this debate was important, and that is
why I think it is very important to go
on record as opposing this very detri-
mental tax.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
| rise this morning in opposition to H. Con.
Res. 112, expressing the sense of Congress
opposing the President’s proposed $10 tax on
every barrel of oil.

During my time in Congress, | have rep-
resented all five major refineries and countless
energy production firms in East Harris County.

| know the importance of the domestically
produced and refined oil to the U.S. economy.

| also know the importance of a well-funded
transportation system. Houston is growing rap-
idly and our transportation system needs to
expand with our population.

| stand in opposition to today’s Sense of
Congress because of this knowledge and ex-
perience.

But to clarify, we shouldn’t make things
tougher on American companies and domesti-
cally-produced crude.

| do not support a $10 dollar tax on our nat-
ural resources.

| do not support a $10 dollar tax on wildcat-
ters in West Texas, North Dakota or any other
areas in the U.S. that supply crude to the
Texas Gulf Coast.

It is these companies that are responsible
for the energy renaissance in the U.S.

These entrepreneurs lowered our gas
prices, reduced our foreign dependence and
made the U.S. the largest producer of oil in
the world.

| do support a $10 dollar tax on imported oil
from foreign sources.

Imported oil from countries that may or may
not be our friends does not benefit our na-
tional security or domestic economy.

We should sharpen our competitive edge
and expand our 21st century transportation
system by taxing imported oil.

| stand with our domestic companies, we
should continue to produce and refine U.S.
crude for the benefit of U.S. consumers and
workers.

But | stand in opposition of this overly ex-
pansive Sense of Congress and | ask my col-
leagues to do the same.

Mr. MARCHANT. Mr. Speaker, putting a re-
gressive tax on hardworking Americans is not
the way to strengthen the economy, balance
the budget, or create jobs.

The President’s proposed $10.25 per barrel
tax on crude oil is an administrative grab to in-
crease spending and tax a targeted industry.

Thousands of jobs have been lost in these
uncertain times for the oil and gas industry
and impacted communities.

Now is not the time to make matters worse
for an important economic engine and slow an
already weak economic recovery.

The Obama Administration knows this tax
would be passed down to American families.

The non-partisan Congressional Research
Service reported that this tax could increase
the price of a gallon of gasoline by 25 cents—
which is a 10 percent hike on today’s prices.

That would increase the cost of a wide
range of goods for all consumers.

The resolution before us takes a strong
stand and makes perfectly clear that Congress
will not allow the President’s harmful tax to go
forward.

It also pushes for a tough review of the ef-
fects of ill-conceived tax proposals that target
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specific industries, as the President's tax
does.

We must ensure that tax policy decisions
are made in a reasoned way that protects
working families—rather than harms them in a
single-minded hunt for revenue.

Mr. Speaker, | encourage my colleagues to
join me in supporting House Concurrent Reso-
lution 112 and voting for its passage.

Mr. CASTRO of Texas. Mr. Speaker, today,
the House of Representatives will consider H.
Con. Res. 112—Expressing the sense of Con-
gress opposing the President’s proposed $10
tax on every barrel of oil. This unserious, non-
binding resolution is simply nothing more than
a cynical Republican political messaging bill.
Indeed, the resolution purposely fails to in-
clude that the proposal was a serious attempt
by the President to finance the critical infra-
structure needs our country most certainly re-
quires. The energy industry is critical to the
global economy. Unfortunately, the manner in
which the majority has decided to have this
discussion leaves little room for thought or
earnest debate. For these reasons, | will vote
Present, and will encourage my colleagues to
continue to work in earnest to find a long-term,
sustainable solution to move forward with put-
ting Americans to work in building out our
transportation needs.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
WooDALL). All time for debate has ex-
pired.

Pursuant to House Resolution 767,
the previous question is ordered.

The question is on the concurrent
resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. BOUSTANY. Mr. Speaker,
that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned.

on

———————

LEGISLATIVE BRANCH
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2017

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GRAVES of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that all
Members may have 5 legislative days
in which to revise and extend their re-
marks and to include extraneous mate-
rial on the further consideration of
H.R. 5325 and that I may include tab-
ular material on the same.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Georgia?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 771 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill, H.R. 5325.

Will the gentlewoman from North
Carolina (Ms. FoxX) kindly take the
chair.

0 1114
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
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House on the state of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
5325) making appropriations for the
Legislative Branch for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2017, and for
other purposes, with Ms. FoxXX (Acting
Chair) in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Acting CHAIR. When the Com-
mittee of the Whole rose on Thursday,
June 9, 2016, the Chair had announced
that it was in order to consider amend-
ment No. 7, printed in House Report
114-611.
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AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MR. GOSAR

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 8 printed in
House Report 114-611.

Mr. GOSAR. Madam Chairman, I
have an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by this Act may be used to deliver a printed
copy of the United States House of Rep-
resentatives Telephone Directory to the of-
fice of any Member of the House of Rep-
resentatives (including a Delegate or Resi-
dent Commissioner to the Congress).

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 771, the gentleman
from Arizona (Mr. GOSAR) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Arizona.

Mr. GOSAR. Madam Chairman, I rise
today to offer a commonsense amend-
ment that will prevent wasteful spend-
ing in this bill and the unsolicited de-
livery of printed copies of the House
telephone directory to 435 House con-
gressional offices.

I hold here the United States House
of Representatives Telephone Direc-
tory for 2016. This book, printed by the
Government Publishing Office, con-
tains 378 pages of names, addresses, and
the contact information for Members
of Congress and their staffs. While the
Clerk of the House does get a deal from
the GPO on these printing costs, this
directory is sold to the public online at
a cost of $62 per book. GPO stated that
14,080 copies of this directory were sent
this year to the House Postal Oper-
ations for delivery.

This year, all 435 House Member of-
fices received this stack—this whole
stack right here—unsolicited from the
Office of the Clerk, 20 copies, total, for
each office.

Each year we get this directory and,
to be frank, it is not needed. All the in-
formation contained within these pages
is readily available online, both pub-
licly and through House Web sites.

To make matters worse, often, the
information contained is out of date by
the time we receive these bound copies.
For example, by the time I received my
20 copies of this directory, the informa-
tion listed for my staff was no longer
current.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

According to a CRS report from 2011,
approximately 97 percent of all govern-
ment documents originate in digital
form and are distributed electronically
but are not printed. This same CRS re-
port estimated that it costs Congress
about $134 per page for prepress costs
for miscellaneous publications, of
which this directory is one.

Madam Chairman, I don’t think I
need to remind anyone here that we
are currently $19 trillion-plus in debt
as a result of excessive and unneces-
sary spending. I will be the first to
admit that this amendment will not be
saving millions of dollars this year
alone, but in a time of such financial
crisis, we should remain vigilant and
save every penny we can.

This book is unnecessary, and its un-
solicited distribution en masse is ex-
cessive. Why does each D.C. office get
20 unsolicited copies? My D.C. office
only has eight employees, none of
which utilize these wasteful direc-
tories.

I ask my colleagues to support this
commonsense amendment that will
save precious taxpayer money and pre-
vent future unsolicited deliveries of
this directory in every single House of-
fice on the Hill.

I thank the distinguished chair and
ranking member for their work on this
bill.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. GOSAR).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 9 OFFERED BY MR. GOSAR

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 9 printed in
House Report 114-611.

Mr. GOSAR. Madam Chairman, I
have an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by this Act may be used to deliver a printed
copy of the Budget of the United States Gov-
ernment; Analytical Perspectives, Budget of
the United States Government; or the Ap-
pendix, Budget of the United States Govern-
ment, to the office of any Member of the
House of Representatives (including a Dele-
gate or Resident Commissioner to the Con-
gress).

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 771, the gentleman
from Arizona (Mr. GOSAR) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Arizona.

Mr. GOSAR. Madam Chairman, I rise
today to offer another commonsense
amendment that will prevent wasteful
spending in this bill by preventing the
delivery of this packet of nearly 2,000
pages containing the President’s budg-
et request to 435 House congressional
offices.

In its 2017 budget justification, the
Government Publishing Office states:

June 10, 2016

“Since 2012, GPO has made the annual
Budget of the U.S. Government avail-
able as a mobile app. The FY 2016
Budget app, released in January of
2015, provided users with access to the
text and images of the Budget, includ-
ing the Budget Message of the Presi-
dent, information on the President’s
priorities, and budget overviews orga-
nized by agency. This app provides
links to GPO’s FDsys where summary
tables and additional books of the
Budget, including the Analytical Per-
spectives, Appendix, and Historical Ta-
bles, are available.”

This package, which contains the
President’s budget, analytical perspec-
tives of the budget, and the appendix of
the budget are all available on an app
for your phone for free. Furthermore,
all three are available in their entirety
online at www.whitehouse.gov/omb/,
where they are more easily searchable.

While the Office of Management and
Budget does get a great deal from GPO
on printing costs, each individual copy
sells online for $38, $56, and $79, respec-
tively. These documents comprise 170
pages, 409 pages, and 1,413 pages, re-
spectively. OMB orders one copy of the
budget for all 435 Members of the
House, and this publication is then
printed by the Government Publishing
Office and delivered by House Postal
Operations.

In a time when our Nation is facing a
fiscal crisis and has a $19 trillion-plus
debt as a result of excessive and unnec-
essary spending, we should not be
squandering more money printing
nearly 2,000 pages of the President’s
budget that most Members throw in
the trash, recycle, or don’t even open.

Furthermore, this massive document
is not even a serious proposal and has
been routinely rejected with strong bi-
partisan support. The Senate defeated
President Obama’s budget by a vote of
97-0 for fiscal year 2011, 99-0 in fiscal
year 2012, and 98-1 last year.

Again, I will be the first one to admit
that this amendment will not save mil-
lions of dollars this year alone, but, in
a time of such fiscal crisis, we should
remember the old adage that a penny
saved is a penny earned.

The printing and distribution of the
President’s budget to 435 House offices
is excessive. I ask my colleagues to
support this commonsense amendment,
and we will save precious taxpayer
money and prevent future mass deliv-
eries. Again, all these publications are
online in their entirely, where they are
more easily searchable, and they are
also on a free mobile app.

I thank the distinguished chair and
ranking member for their work on this
bill.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. GOSAR).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 10 OFFERED BY MR. GRAYSON

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 10 printed
in House Report 114-611.
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Mr. GRAYSON. Madam Chair, I have
an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by this Act may be used to enter into a con-
tract with any offeror or any of its principals
if the offeror certifies, as required by Federal
Acquisition Regulation, that the offeror or
any of its principals—

(1) within a three-year period preceding the
offer, has been convicted of or had a civil
judgment rendered against it for commission
of fraud or a criminal offense in connection
with obtaining, attempting to obtain, or per-
forming a public (Federal, State, or local)
contract or subcontract; violation of Federal
or State antitrust statutes relating to the
submission of offers; or commission of em-
bezzlement, theft, forgery, bribery, falsifica-
tion or destruction of records, making false
statements, tax evasion, violating Federal
criminal tax laws, or receiving stolen prop-
erty;

(2) are presently indicted for, or otherwise
criminally or civilly charged by a govern-
mental entity with, commission of any of
the offenses enumerated above in paragraph
(1); or

(3) within a three-year period preceding the
offer, has been notified of any delinquent
Federal taxes in an amount that exceeds
$3,000 for which the liability remains
unsatisfied.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 771, the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. GRAYSON) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. GRAYSON. Madam Chair, this is
an amendment that is identical to
other amendments that have been in-
serted by voice vote into every appro-
priations bill considered under an open
rule during the 113th and 114th Con-
gresses. I extend my thanks to the
Rules Committee for ruling this
amendment in order.

My amendment expands the list of
parties with whom the Federal Govern-
ment is prohibited from contracting
due to serious misconduct on the part
of the contractors. I hope that this
amendment remains noncontroversial,
as it has been, and will again be passed
unanimously by the House.

I yield to the gentlewoman from
Florida (Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ).

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ.
Madam Chair, I support the gentle-
man’s amendment.

This is a commonsense amendment
which would prohibit funding in this
bill from being used to pay contractors
engaged in fraud or tax evasion. As the
gentleman said, similar amendments
have been adopted on other appropria-
tions bills.

I urge Members to vote ‘‘aye.”

Mr. GRAYSON. Madam Chair, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. GRAYSON).

The amendment was agreed to.
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AMENDMENT NO. 11 OFFERED BY MR. TAKANO

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 11 printed
in House Report 114-611.

Mr. TAKANO. Madam Chair, I have
an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . There is appropriated, for sala-
ries and expenses of the Office of Technology
Assessment as authorized by the Technology
Assessment Act of 1972 (2 U.S.C. 471 et seq.)
$2,500,000, to be derived from a reduction of
$2,500,000 in the amount provided in this Act
for the item for ‘‘Architect of the Capitol,
Capital Construction and Operations’.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 771, the gentleman
from California (Mr. TAKANO) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California.

Mr. TAKANO. Madam Chair, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I rise today in support of my amend-
ment, which would restore funding to
the Office of Technology Assessment,
or OTA. The foundation for good policy
is accurate and objective analysis; and
for more than two decades, the OTA set
that foundation by providing relevant,
unbiased technical and scientific as-
sessments for Members of Congress and
staff.

In 1995, the OTA was defunded, strip-
ping Congress of a valuable resource to
understand both emerging technologies
as well as the nuances of the legislative
process. In its absence, the need for
OTA has only grown. Many of the
issues OTA studied 20 years ago are
even more pressing today: antibiotic-
resistant bacteria, electronic surveil-
lance in the digital age, and testing in
America’s schools. These are the com-
plex challenges our Nation will con-
tinue to face, and Congress should have
access to the thorough and insightful
analysis OTA can provide.

Investing in the OTA now will actu-
ally save us money in the future. In the
last year it operated, OTA’s budget was
$23 million, but its studies on the Syn-
thetics Fuels Corporation saved tax-
payers tens of billions of dollars.

Our amendment restores a modest
$2.5 million to the OTA account for sal-
aries and expenses to begin rebuilding
the office. The cost is offset by a reduc-
tion of the same amount to the AOC’s
capital construction and operations ac-
count, which is an administrative ac-
count. So this will not take resources
from specific construction projects.

Madam Chair, a great surgeon does
not operate without modern tools, a
master chef does not cook without
fresh ingredients, and Members of Con-
gress should not make policy decisions
without relevant and unbiased infor-
mation.

I urge Members to vote ‘‘yes’ on this
amendment to restore funding to the
Office of Technology Assessment.
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I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. GRAVES of Georgia. Madam
Chair, I rise in opposition.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. GRAVES of Georgia. Madam
Chair, I want to thank the gentleman
from California. I know he has great
intentions with this amendment.

As we discuss the Legislative Branch
Appropriations bill, we are really dis-
cussing what is important to the House
of Representatives, because that is
what this bill reflects.

I know that this office was created in
1972 and was eliminated years later,
but in 1972, I was 2 years old. Tech-
nology was very different. I see no need
to re-create something that was start-
ed dealing with technology when I was
2 years old, almost two decades prior to
the first Web site.

Currently, these tasks are being han-
dled by GAO. They are being handled
sufficiently. They are being handled
with the $2.5 million already, and we
have yet to receive any complaints.

Now, if there is a more comprehen-
sive need for technology assessment, I
think that is a bigger discussion for
cyber policy in general, and that is a
conversation that should take place
outside of the Legislative Branch Sub-
committee’s jurisdiction.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. TAKANO. Madam Chair, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida (Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ).

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. I rise
in support of the amendment to revive
the Office of Technology Assessment.

When I was chair of the sub-
committee, we tried to restart it with-
in the Government Accountability Of-
fice. In fiscal years 2008 to 2010, I in-
cluded $2.5 million in this bill with
GAO to support that initiative. How-
ever, the supporters of the amendment
make an impassioned case that the Of-
fice of Technology Assessment should
be a part of Congress itself, rather than
GAO, in order to provide objective
analysis of complex, scientific, and
technical issues which certainly, I
think we can all agree, actually exist
today.

We are not trying to go back to 20th
century technology. We have impor-
tant issues that need to be reviewed,
and we don’t always have the expertise
in Congress necessary to be able to
make sure we can get that cogent anal-
ysis, particularly when we are still at
funding levels back to 2010 in the Leg-
islative Branch Appropriations bill.

This is a bill in which we are tack-
ling copyright modernization, specifi-
cally dealing with technology chal-
lenges, and an OTA would add to the
rigor of our analysis on that topic and
others.

I urge support of the amendment.

Mr. GRAVES of Georgia. Madam
Chair, I will just point out that one of
our focuses in the Legislative Branch
Appropriations bill is to be very re-
sponsible with taxpayer dollars. During
these lean times when we are $19 tril-
lion in debt, we have really led the
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charge when it comes to reducing
spending from our operations, down
13.2 percent. We have eliminated some
agencies and programs and even, in
this bill, eliminate the Open World
Center.

0 1130

I don’t see this as the time that we
need to restart a new program that was
eliminated 20 years ago.

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. TAKANO. Madam Chair, how
much time is remaining on my side?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from California has 2 minutes remain-
ing.

Mr. TAKANO. Madam Chair, I yield
1% minutes to the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. FOSTER), a member of the
Committee on Science, Space, and
Technology and a respected physicist.

Mr. FOSTER. Madam Chair, thank
you to the gentleman from California
(Mr. TAKANO) and to my colleagues, the
gentlewoman from Connecticut (Ms.
EsTY) and the gentleman from New
Mexico (Mr. BEN RAY LUJAN) for help-
ing to bring this amendment to the
floor.

This amendment would provide $2.5
million to resurrect the Office of Tech-
nology Assessment to revive this cru-
cial service of providing Congress with
unbiased, nonpartisan reports on a
wide range of issues in science and
technology.

This office is no less necessary today
than when it first started in 1972. As
technology continues to advance at an
increasingly rapid pace and our par-
tisan divide seems to grow deeper, Con-
gress needs this now more than ever.

I ask my colleagues to consider just
one single one of the recommendations
from the Office of Technology Assess-
ment, that the United States rapidly
adopt a standardized electronic med-
ical record format. Had this been done,
we would have been able to save hun-
dreds of millions of dollars in medical
costs over the last decades and hun-
dreds of thousands of lives of Ameri-
cans through prevention of preventable
medical accidents.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
supporting this amendment to restore
this vital source of credible and non-
partisan scientific expertise in Con-
gress.

Mr. TAKANO. Madam Chair, I reit-
erate my support for the Office of
Technology Assessment. Congress does
not suffer from a lack of information,
but it suffers from a lack of trusted in-
formation to help make wise policy de-
cisions. We need information that is
not spun even by our own agencies, the
FBI or other agencies. We need infor-
mation that is not spun from par-
ticular sectors. This agency, this Office
of Technology Assessment, will be
overseen by a bipartisan group of law-
makers who will vet the experts that
work for it.

Madam Chair, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.
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Mr. GRAVES of Georgia. Madam
Chair, I will just again thank my col-
league from California for his thought-
ful and well-debated argument here for
the need, as he sees it. I will again reit-
erate that the GAO provides a valuable
service which I believe can continue
doing the job that is necessary.

In these lean times, I would encour-
age our colleagues to oppose this
amendment not because of the gen-
tleman from California, but just be-
cause of the lean times and the concept
in which it is just not the right time to
adopt that. I will oppose the amend-
ment.

Madam Chair, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. TAKANO).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. TAKANO. Madam Chair, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from California will be
postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 12 OFFERED BY MR. RUSSELL

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 12 printed
in House Report 114-611.

Mr. RUSSELL. Madam Chair, I have
an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by this Act may be used to deliver a printed
copy of the Federal Register to a Member of
the House of Representatives (including a
Delegate or Resident Commissioner to the
Congress) unless the Member requests a
copy.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 771, the gentleman
from Oklahoma (Mr. RUSSELL) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oklahoma.

Mr. RUSSELL. Madam Chair, the fis-
cal year 2017 Legislative Branch Appro-
priations Act contains several excel-
lent provisions to cut down on unneces-
sary printing of paper documents in
the House of Representatives. Section
102 of the act, for example, prohibits
printed copies of bills from being sent
to Members of Congress unless they
specifically request them. This amend-
ment is very similar. It prohibits the
Federal Register from being sent to
Members unless they specifically re-
quest it. It uses the exact same termi-
nology as section 102.

The Federal Register, while impor-
tant because it contains rules, pro-
posals, and various other publications
released by Federal agencies, unfortu-
nately every business day Members of
Congress receive paper copies of this
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Register, while it is available online
and queryable. Sadly, most of these
hundreds of pages in length end up in
the waste bin.

The Federal Register, being available
online, is a better way to go with this
measure. The Government Printing Of-
fice sends 617 copies of the Register
every single day to House Members
alone. This includes subscriptions for
personal offices, committees, archival
offices, and others. Each annual sub-
scription costs the Government Print-
ing Office $750 a year to produce in
paper and ink alone. These costs are
charged to Federal agencies that pub-
lish in the Federal Register.

Among all the Members of Congress
and six nonvoting Members in the
House, paying for an annual subscrip-
tion for all of these costs and other es-
timated delivery costs exceeds $400,000
annually. To put that into perspective,
that could pay for the annual salaries
of a dozen Special Forces sergeants
who are defending our country abroad.

None of the funds made available by
this act may be used to deliver a print-
ed copy of the Federal Register to a
Member of the House of Representa-
tives, including a Delegate or Resident
Commissioner to Congress, unless the
Members request specifically a copy.

This simple amendment will build on
the reforms of the congressional print-
ing of sections 102, 103, and 105, allow-
ing Federal agencies to better use pre-
cious taxpayer dollars. I encourage
support for this amendment, Madam
Chair, because, once again, we will
never win the war on our national debt
in some giant spending measure that
will only divide us within our respec-
tive parties and within the Chamber.
Instead, we will win it by combating
waste one agency at a time.

Madam Chair, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. RUSSELL).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. PEARCE

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 13 printed
in House Report 114-611.

Mr. PEARCE. Madam Chair, I have
an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 2, line 12, after the dollar amount, in-
sert ‘‘(reduced by $190,970)"’.

Page 5, line 14, after the dollar amount, in-
sert ‘‘(reduced by $190,970)"’.

Page 6, line 1, after the dollar amount, in-
sert ‘“‘(reduced by $190,970)".

Page 42, line 17, after the dollar amount,
insert ‘‘(increased by $190,970).

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 771, the gentleman
from New Mexico (Mr. PEARCE) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New Mexico.

Mr. PEARCE. Madam Chair, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.
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Madam Chair, despite what has been
said about this amendment, it is very
simple. There are two bodies that are
funded through the appropriations
process in the U.S. Congress. One is the
House Committee on Ethics. That is
the one that we all know as Members
of Congress. But there is another body
called the Office of Congressional Eth-
ics that works pretty well outside of
this body.

Now, my amendment is simply tak-
ing this year’s increase away from that
outside body. Again, no change to the
ethical process inside the body, the one
that we are all familiar with and feel
accountable to. But we are deducting
$191,000 from this outside group be-
cause in this time of budget con-
straints, when I look at my office and
all the other offices, our spending has
been reduced. Our budgets have been
reduced by approximately $200,000 since
2008.

Now, we have to deal with 750,000 to
900,000 constituents. I have five field of-
fices. Generally we drive, as a staff,
somewhere between 50,000 and 100,000
miles per year to deal with our con-
stituents. Our budgets have gone down
$200,000, with a small increase this year
of $12,000.

Then, on the other hand, I see a
$191,000 increase on this outside group.
I just feel like that is extraordinary
and would suggest that the appropria-
tions bill, H.R. 5325, be reduced in that
amount in this budget area.

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ.
Madam Chair, I claim the time in oppo-
sition to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
from Florida is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ.
Madam Chair, the Office of Congres-
sional Ethics is crucial to ensuring ac-
countability and transparency in this
body. Any attempts to cut its budget
would only serve to erode our constitu-
ents’ trust and faith in Congress, which
certainly has already suffered a signifi-
cant amount of erosion.

As many of my colleagues will recall,
the House created the Office of Con-
gressional Ethics nearly a decade ago
to improve the integrity of the ethics
process in the House. The House was
recovering from the Mark Foley scan-
dal, and it was clear that we needed to
do something to rebuild the American
people’s trust in their elected Rep-
resentatives. That is why OCE’s core
“mission is to assist the U.S. House in
upholding high ethical standards with
an eye toward increasing transparency
and providing information to the pub-
lic.”

I acknowledge that there are pro-
posals to improve the operations of the
Office of Congressional Ethics, and we
should certainly take a look at those,
Madam Chair, but it is common sense
that these improvements can’t be made
by cutting funding for the office that
we are actually seeking to improve.
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Moreover, the issue of congressional
ethics is far too important to reduce to
a 10-minute debate on the House floor.
For these reasons, I urge my colleagues
to oppose this misguided amendment.

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. PEARCE. Madam Chair, I find it
odd that we received the words today
on the House floor that we are going to
increase transparency through the Of-
fice of Congressional Ethics. That is
exactly what they do not do.

The Sixth Amendment of the Con-
stitution gives the accused the right to
be confronted with the witnesses
against him. I will quote from a letter,
a legal letter that was given to the
OCE:

This investigation has again revealed due
process deficiencies within the OCE rules.
While the Sixth Amendment of the United
States provides for the fundamental right to
confront one’s accusers, the OCE rules do not
allow to confront the accused with the ac-
cusers.

Secondly, the Sixth Amendment
gives us the right to a lawyer. I will
again quote from PAUL SOLIS, an em-
ployee of the OCE, in an email to my
chief of staff:

I forgot to mention on our call that should
you retain a lawyer for the office, that law-
yver would most likely be prohibited under
our rules from representing a subject of this
review to the extent that subject is a current
staff member.

So the OCE, in their email to our of-
fice, says you don’t have the right to
legal counsel, even though the Sixth
Amendment of the Constitution says
that you do.

The third thing that I see is that we
should be able to find out the nature of
the charges under the Sixth Amend-
ment. Again, our experience and the
experience of others who have con-
fronted OCE realizes you do not know
what the charges are, you are not going
to get to get a lawyer, and you cannot
know who is accusing you. This hardly
meets the word ‘‘transparency’ that
my good friend alluded to.

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ.
Madam Chair, while I can appreciate
the gentleman’s concerns, he has listed
a number of substantive differences of
opinion with the way the Office of Con-
gressional Ethics handles their work.
This appropriations bill is not the ap-
propriate place to address those.

The Office of Congressional Ethics
was created through legislation. It is a
substantive issue, and it is one that
should be debated and discussed on an
authorizing bill, not on the funding of
the legislative branch. You don’t just
cut the budget of an office with whose
decisions you disagree. We can debate
and discuss these concerns, but cutting
$190,000 out of the OCE’s budget is not
the way to address that.

For those reasons and the fact that
the public already has some pretty sig-
nificant concerns with the way we do
business here, this would send the
wrong message. If we are going to have
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this discussion, we should do it in a
forum that allows for more robust dis-
cussion and debate over how to address
those challenges long term.

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance
of my time.
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Mr. PEARCE. Madam Chair, I would
remind my friend and colleague that
this amendment only addresses the
funding. I simply used my time in
order to advertise for this agency and
the way that they operate.

I would like to quote from an email
that I got this morning:

I cried when I saw what your boss did last
night on the Leg Branch.

This is referring to my amendment.

I was unfairly targeted by OCE in 2013, for
an action in 2008, which had been approved
by the Ethics Committee. OCE even admit-
ted there was no evidence. I complied with
every provision of the policy, without excep-
tion. One of the staffers that was being in-
vestigated in this same circumstance left the
Hill early on. I considered doing the same
thing. I certainly had to endure all the
phases of the OCE process, including referral
to the Ethics Committee.

The Ethics Committee dismissed the case
against us, but it is, by far, the worst thing
that has ever happened to me in my 21 years
on the Hill. I am a strong person with re-
sources, and was an emotional wreck over
the thought of losing my credibility over an
ethics investigation. I cried virtually every
day for several months. And the prolonged
process over many, many months took a toll
on my life.

And we are asking to give this agen-
cy another $191,000 to continue this
kind of action? I think this debate is
exactly called for at this moment on
this bill and on this spending.

Madam Chair, I urge Members to sup-
port the amendment to give notice to
the OCE that we are watching what
they are doing.

Madam Chair, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ.
Madam Chair, how much time do I
have remaining?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
from Florida has 3 minutes remaining.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ.
Madam Chair, I have tremendous re-
spect for the gentleman from New Mex-
ico and his concerns for the operation
of the Office of Congressional Ethics.
However, all that we would be doing
here, if his amendment were to pass, is
to send a $190,000 message to the Office
of Congressional Ethics. It would not
achieve any of the gentleman’s goals.

If we do need to take a look at the
way the office functions, then there is
a process for doing that. The only
thing we achieve here by adopting this
amendment is cutting their budget by
$190,000.

So, if the majority believes that it is
important to take a look at the func-
tion of this office, then there is a proc-
ess for doing that and to take up legis-
lation to change the way they do busi-
ness. That is certainly appropriate. But
we don’t accomplish any of the gentle-
man’s goals by cutting $190,000.
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In fact, the public has certainly al-
ready sent multiple messages to the
United States Congress that they don’t
have a whole lot of confidence in the
business that we are doing here. This
would send the absolute wrong message
back to them—that we don’t get it.

So I urge Members to oppose the
amendment because it would not
achieve the gentleman’s goals and be-
cause we have a more appropriate place
to actually achieve those goals in the
authorizing committee.

Madam Chair, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New Mexico (Mr. PEARCE).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ.
Madam Chair, I demand a recorded
vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from New Mexico will
be postponed.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, proceedings will
now resume on those amendments
printed in House Report 114611 on
which further proceedings were post-
poned, in the following order:

Amendment No. 2 by Mr. ELLISON of
Minnesota.

Amendment No. 6 by Mrs. BLACKBURN
of Tennessee.

Amendment No. 11 by Mr. TAKANO of
California.

Amendment No. 13 by Mr. PEARCE of
New Mexico.

The Chair will reduce to 2 minutes
the minimum time for any electronic
vote after the first vote in this series.

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. ELLISON

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. BELLI-
SON) on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 157, noes 241,
not voting 36, as follows:

[Roll No. 289]

AYES—157

Ashford Brady (PA) Cartwright
Beatty Brown (FL) Castor (FL)
Becerra Brownley (CA) Castro (TX)
Bera Bustos Chu, Judy
Beyer Butterfield Cicilline
Bishop (GA) Capps Clark (MA)
Blumenauer Capuano Clarke (NY)
Bonamici Cardenas Clay
Boyle, Brendan Carney Cleaver

F. Carson (IN) Connolly

Conyers
Courtney
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delaney
DeLauro
DelBene
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael
F.
Duckworth
Edwards
Ellison
Eshoo
Esty
Frankel (FL)
Gabbard
Gallego
Garamendi
Graham
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutiérrez
Hahn
Hastings
Heck (WA)
Higgins
Honda
Hoyer
Huffman
Israel
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)

Abraham
Aderholt
Aguilar
Allen
Amash
Babin

Barr

Barton
Benishek
Bilirakis
Bishop (MI)
Bishop (UT)
Blackburn
Blum

Bost
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Bridenstine
Brooks (AL)
Buchanan
Buck
Bucshon
Burgess
Byrne
Calvert
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Chabot
Chaffetz
Clawson (FL)
Coffman
Cole

Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Comstock
Conaway
Cook
Cooper
Costa
Costello (PA)
Cramer
Crawford
Crenshaw
Culberson
Curbelo (FL)
Davidson
Dayvis, Rodney
Denham
Dent
DeSantis
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart

Kennedy
Kildee
Kilmer
Kind
Kirkpatrick
Kuster
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Lawrence
Levin
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan Grisham
(NM)
Lujan, Ben Ray
(NM)
Lynch
Maloney,
Carolyn
Maloney, Sean
Matsui
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McNerney
Meng
Moore
Moulton
Murphy (FL)
Nadler
Napolitano
Nolan
Norcross
O’Rourke
Pallone
Pascrell
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters
Pingree
Pocan
Price (NC)
Quigley

NOES—241

Dold
Donovan
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers (NC)
Emmer (MN)
Farenthold
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foster

Foxx
Frelinghuysen
Garrett
Gibbs

Gibson
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (LA)
Graves (MO)
Griffith
Grothman
Guinta
Guthrie
Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Heck (NV)
Hensarling
Hice, Jody B.
Hill

Himes
Holding
Hudson
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hurd (TX)
Hurt (VA)
Issa

Jenkins (KS)
Jenkins (WV)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jolly

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Rangel
Rice (NY)
Richmond
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Séanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Sherman
Sinema
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Speier
Swalwell (CA)
Takai
Takano
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Titus
Tonko
Torres
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Vargas
Veasey
Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz
Wasserman
Schultz
Watson Coleman
Welch
Wilson (FL)

Jones
Jordan
Joyce
Katko
Kelly (MS)
Kelly (PA)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Knight
Labrador
LaHood
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Lance
Latta
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Long
Loudermilk
Love
Lucas
Lummis
MacArthur
Marchant
Marino
Massie
McCarthy
McCaul
MecClintock
McHenry
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
McSally
Meadows
Meehan
Messer
Mica
Miller (FL)
Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)
Mullin
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Neugebauer
Newhouse
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Olson
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Palazzo Roskam Trott
Palmer Ross Turner
Paulsen Rothfus Upton
Pearce Rouzer Valadao
Perry Royce Wagner
Peterson Russell Walberg
Pittenger Salmon Walden
Pitts Sanford Walker
poe (TX) Seatlse Walorski

oliquin chrader - imi
Polis Schweikert Walters, Mimi
Pompeo Scott, Austin Weber (TX)

’ Webster (FL)
Posey Sensenbrenner Wenstrup
Price, Tom Sessions
Ratcliffe Shimkus Westerman
Reed Shuster Wes.tmoreland
Reichert Simpson Whitfield
Renacci Smith (MO) W}lhams
Ribble Smith (NE) Wilson (SC)
Rice (SC) Smith (NJ) Wittman
Rigell Smith (TX) Womack
Roby Stefanik Woodall
Roe (TN) Stewart Yoder
Rogers (AL) Stivers Yoho
Rogers (KY) Stutzman Young (AK)
Rohrabacher Thompson (PA)  Young (IA)
Rokita Thornberry Young (IN)
Rooney (FL) Tiberi Zeldin
Ros-Lehtinen Tipton Zinke
NOT VOTING—36
Adams Farr Larson (CT)
Amodei Fattah Lee
Barletta Fincher Lewis
Bass Franks (AZ) Lieu, Ted
Black Fudge Luetkemeyer
Brat Gosar Meeks
Brooks (IN) Hardy Miller (MI)
Clyburn Herrera Beutler Neal
Cohen Hinojosa Payne
Davis, Danny Hunter Sires
Duffy Jackson Lee Waters, Maxine
Engel Jeffries Yarmuth
0 1208
Messrs. DIAZ-BALART, WITTMAN,

and COLLINS of New York changed
their vote from ‘‘aye’ to ‘‘no.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated against:

Mrs. BLACK. Madam Chair, on rollcall No.
289 on agreeing to the Ellison Amendment for
H.R. 5325, | am not recorded because | was
unavoidable detained. Had | been present, |
would have voted “nay.”

AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MRS.
BLACKBURN

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentlewoman from Tennessee (Mrs.
BLACKBURN) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which
the noes prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 165, noes 237,
not voting 32, as follows:

[Roll No. 290]

AYES—165
Abraham Bishop (MI) Brady (TX)
Allen Black Brat
Amash Blackburn Bridenstine
Babin Blum Brooks (AL)
Barton Bost Brooks (IN)
Bilirakis Boustany Buchanan
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Buck
Bucshon
Burgess
Byrne
Carter (GA)
Chabot
Chaffetz
Clawson (FL)
Coffman
Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Comstock
Conaway
Cook
Cooper
Cramer
Crawford
Culberson
Davidson
DeSantis
DesJarlais
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers (NC)
Farenthold
Fitzpatrick
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Garrett
Gibbs
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gowdy
Graves (GA)
Graves (LA)
Graves (MO)
Griffith
Grothman
Guinta
Guthrie
Harris
Hartzler
Hensarling
Hice, Jody B.
Hill
Holding
Hudson

Aderholt
Aguilar
Ashford
Barr
Bass
Beatty
Becerra
Benishek
Bera
Beyer
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (UT)
Blumenauer
Bonamici
Boyle, Brendan
F.
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Calvert
Capps
Capuano
Cardenas
Carney
Carson (IN)
Carter (TX)
Cartwright
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cole
Connolly
Conyers
Costello (PA)
Courtney
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings

Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hurd (TX)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kelly (MS)
King (IA)
Kline
Knight
Labrador
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Lance
Latta
LoBiondo
Long
Loudermilk
Love
Lucas
Lummis
McCarthy
McCaul
MecClintock
McHenry
McMorris
Rodgers
McSally
Meadows
Messer
Miller (FL)
Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)
Mullin
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Neugebauer
Noem
Olson
Palazzo
Palmer
Pearce
Perry
Pitts
Poliquin
Polis
Pompeo
Posey
Price, Tom

NOES—237

Curbelo (FL)
Davis (CA)
Davis, Rodney
DeFazio
DeGette
Delaney
DeLauro
DelBene
Denham
Dent
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Diaz-Balart
Dingell
Doggett
Dold
Donovan
Doyle, Michael
F.
Duckworth
Edwards
Ellison
Emmer (MN)
Eshoo
Esty
Fleischmann
Fortenberry
Foster
Frankel (FL)
Frelinghuysen
Gabbard
Gallego
Garamendi
Gibson
Graham
Granger
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutiérrez
Hahn
Hanna
Harper
Hastings
Heck (NV)
Heck (WA)
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Ratcliffe
Ribble

Rice (SC)
Roe (TN)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rothfus
Rouzer
Royce
Russell
Salmon
Sanford
Scalise
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shuster
Sinema
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (TX)
Stewart
Stutzman
Tipton
Trott

Upton

Vela
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walker
Walorski
Walters, Mimi
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westerman
Williams
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Woodall
Yoder

Yoho

Young (IA)
Young (IN)
Zeldin
Zinke

Higgins

Himes

Hoyer

Huffman

Israel

Issa

Jeffries

Jenkins (KS)

Jenkins (WV)

Johnson (GA)

Johnson, E. B.

Jolly

Joyce

Kaptur

Katko

Keating

Kelly (IL)

Kelly (PA)

Kennedy

Kildee

Kilmer

Kind

King (NY)

Kinzinger (IL)

Kirkpatrick

Kuster

LaHood

Langevin

Larsen (WA)

Larson (CT)

Lawrence

Levin

Lewis

Lipinski

Loebsack

Lofgren

Lowenthal

Lowey

Lujan Grisham
(NM)

Lujan, Ben Ray
(NM)

Lynch

MacArthur

Maloney,
Carolyn

Maloney, Sean

Marchant Quigley Smith (WA)
Marino Rangel Speier
Massie Reed Stefanik
Matsui Reichert Stivers
McCollum Renacci Swalwell (CA)
McDermott Rice (NY) Takai
McGovern Richmond Takano
McKinley Rigell Thompson (CA)
McNerney Roby Thompson (MS)
Meehan Rogers (AL)
Thompson (PA)
Meng Rogers (KY)
Mica Rooney (FL) Thorr}berry
Moore Ros-Lehtinen Tiberi
Moulton Roskam Titus
Murphy (FL) Ross Tonko
Nadler Roybal-Allard Torres
Napolitano Ruiz Tsongas
Newhouse Ruppersberger Turner
Nolan Ryan (OH) Valadao
Norcross Sanchez, Linda Van Hollen
Nugent T. Vargas
Nunes Sanchez, Loretta Veasey
O’Rourke Sarbanes Velazquez
Pallone Schakowsky Visclosky
Pascrell Schiff Walz
Paulsen Schrader N
Pelosi Scott (VA) Wgsselman
. chultz
Perlmutter Scott, David W
atson Coleman
Peters Serrano Welch
Peterson Sewell (AL)
Pingree Sherman We§tmoreland
Pittenger Shimkus Whitfield
Pocan Simpson Wilson (FL)
Poe (TX) Slaughter Womack
Price (NC) Smith (NJ) Young (AK)
NOT VOTING—32
Adams Fudge Lieu, Ted
Amodei Gosar Luetkemeyer
Barletta Hardy Meeks
Cohen Herrera Beutler Miller (MI)
Costa Hinojosa Neal
Dayvis, Danny Honda Payne
Duffy Hunter Rush
Engel Hurt (VA) Sires
Farr Jackson Lee Waters, Maxine
Fattah Jordan
. Yarmuth
Fincher Lee

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining.

O 1212

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:

Mr. HURT of Virginia. Madam Chair, | was
not present for rollcall vote No. 290 on the
Blackburn of Tennessee Amendment No. 6.
Had | been present, | would have voted “yes.”

AMENDMENT NO. 11 OFFERED BY MR. TAKANO

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from California (Mr.
TAKANO) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the noes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 179, noes 223,
not voting 32, as follows:

[Roll No. 291]

AYES—179
Aguilar Bass Bera
Amash Beatty Beyer
Ashford Becerra Bishop (GA)

Blumenauer
Bonamici
Boyle, Brendan
F.
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardenas
Carney
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chaffetz
Chu, Judy
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Connolly
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Courtney
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Curbelo (FL)
Davis (CA)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delaney
DeLauro
DelBene
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Dold
Doyle, Michael
F.
Duckworth
Edwards
Ellison
Eshoo
Esty
Farenthold
Foster
Frankel (FL)
Gallego
Garamendi
Graham
Grayson
Green, Al

Abraham
Aderholt
Allen

Babin

Barr
Barton
Benishek
Bilirakis
Bishop (MI)
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Blum

Bost
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brat
Bridenstine
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Buchanan
Buck
Bucshon
Burgess
Byrne
Calvert
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Chabot,
Clawson (FL)
Coffman
Cole

Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Comstock
Conaway
Cook
Costello (PA)

Grothman
Hahn
Hastings
Heck (WA)
Higgins
Himes
Honda
Hoyer
Huffman
Hultgren
Israel
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilmer
Kind
Kirkpatrick
Kuster
Lance
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Levin
Lewis
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan Grisham
(NM)
Lujan, Ben Ray
(NM)
Lynch
Maloney,
Carolyn
Maloney, Sean
Matsui
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McNerney
Meng
Moore
Moulton
Murphy (FL)
Nadler
Napolitano
Nolan
Norcross
O’Rourke

NOES—223

Cramer
Crawford
Crenshaw
Culberson
Davidson
Davis, Rodney
Denham
Dent
DeSantis
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Donovan
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers (NC)
Emmer (MN)
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gabbard
Garrett
Gibbs
Gibson
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (LA)
Graves (MO)
Green, Gene
Griffith
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Pallone
Pascrell
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters
Pingree
Pocan

Polis

Price (NC)
Quigley
Rangel

Rice (NY)
Richmond
Ros-Lehtinen
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Rush

Russell

Ryan (OH)
Salmon
Sanchez, Linda

Sanchez, Loretta

Sarbanes

Schakowsky

Schiff

Scott (VA)

Scott, David

Serrano

Sewell (AL)

Sherman

Sinema

Slaughter

Smith (WA)

Speier

Stefanik

Swalwell (CA)

Takai

Takano

Thompson (CA)

Thompson (MS)

Titus

Tonko

Torres

Tsongas

Van Hollen

Vargas

Veasey

Vela

Velazquez

Visclosky

Walz

Wasserman
Schultz

Watson Coleman

Welch

Wilson (FL)

Zinke

Guinta
Guthrie
Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Heck (NV)
Hensarling
Hice, Jody B.
Hill

Holding
Hudson
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hunter

Hurd (TX)
Hurt (VA)
Issa

Jenkins (KS)
Jenkins (WV)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jolly

Jordan

Joyce

Katko

Kelly (MS)
Kelly (PA)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline

Knight
Labrador
LaHood
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Latta
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Long Peterson Smith (MO)
Loudermilk Pittenger Smith (NE)
Love Pitts Smith (NJ)
Lucas Poe (TX) Smith (TX)
Lummis Poliquin Stewart
MacArthur Pompeo Stutzman
Marino Posey Thompson (PA)
Massie Price, Tom Thornberry
McCarthy Ratcliffe Tiberi
McCaul Reed Tipton
McClintock Reichert Trott
McHenry Renacci Turner
McKinley Ribble Upton
McMorris Rice (SC) Valadao

Rodgers Rigell Wagner
McSally Roby Walberg
Meadows Roe (TN) Wald

alden
Meehan Rogers (AL) Walker
Messer Rogers (KY) Walorski
Mica Rohrabacher Walters, Mimi
Miller (FL) Rokita albers, Jimi
Moolenaar Rooney (FL) Weber (TX)
Mooney (WV) Roskam Webster (FL)
Mullin Ross Wenstrup
Mulvaney Rothfus Westerman
Murphy (PA) Rouzer Westmoreland
Neugebauer Royce Whitfield
Newhouse Sanford Williams
Noem Scalise Wilson (SC)
Nugent Schrader Womack
Nunes Schweikert Woodall
Olson Scott, Austin Yoder
Palazzo Sensenbrenner Yoho
Palmer Sessions Young (AK)
Paulsen Shimkus Young (IA)
Pearce Shuster Young (IN)
Perry Simpson Zeldin
NOT VOTING—32

Adams Fudge Marchant
Amodei Gosar Meeks
Barletta Grijalva Miller (MI)
Cicilline Gutiérrez Neal
Cohen Hardy Payne
Davis, Danny Herrera Beutler Sires
Duffy Hinojosa Stivers
g;ﬁ:l iz(ékson Lee Waters, Maxine
Fattah Lieu, Ted g;zf::ﬂi
Fincher Luetkemeyer

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining.
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So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. PEARCE

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from New Mexico (Mr.
PEARCE) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the ayes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 137, noes 270,
not voting 27, as follows:

[Roll No. 292]

AYES—137
Abraham Benishek Boustany
Allen Bilirakis Brat
Amash Bishop (UT) Brooks (AL)
Babin Black Burgess
Barton Blackburn Carter (GA)

Carter (TX)
Chabot
Chaffetz
Clawson (FL)
Collins (GA)
Conaway
Crawford
Crenshaw
Culberson
Davidson
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Farenthold
Fleischmann
Flores

Foxx

Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gibbs
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Griffith
Grothman
Harper
Harris
Hastings
Hensarling
Hice, Jody B.
Hill

Holding
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Johnson, Sam
Jordan

Aderholt
Aguilar
Ashford
Barr
Bass
Beatty
Becerra
Bera
Beyer
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (MI)
Blum
Blumenauer
Bonamici
Bost
Boyle, Brendan
F.
Brady (PA)
Bridenstine
Brooks (IN)
Brown (FL)
Brownley (CA)
Buchanan
Buck
Bucshon
Bustos
Butterfield
Byrne
Calvert
Capps
Capuano
Cardenas
Carney
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Coffman
Cole
Collins (NY)
Comstock
Connolly
Conyers
Cook
Cooper
Costa
Costello (PA)
Courtney
Cramer

Kelly (MS)
Kelly (PA)
King (IA)
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Labrador
Lamborn
Lance
Long
Loudermilk
Lucas
Lummis
MacArthur
Marchant
Marino
McCarthy
McCaul
McHenry
Meadows
Messer
Miller (FL)
Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)
Mullin
Mulvaney
Neugebauer
Newhouse
Nugent
Nunes
Olson
Palazzo
Palmer
Pearce
Perry
Peterson
Pitts

Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey
Price, Tom
Ratcliffe

NOES—270

Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Curbelo (FL)
Davis (CA)
Dayvis, Rodney
DeFazio
DeGette
Delaney
DeLauro
DelBene
Denham
Dent
DeSantis
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Dold
Donovan
Doyle, Michael
F.
Duckworth
Edwards
Ellison
Ellmers (NC)
Emmer (MN)
Eshoo
Esty
Fitzpatrick
Fleming
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foster
Frankel (FL)
Gabbard
Gallego
Garamendi
Garrett
Gibson
Graham
Graves (LA)
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Guinta
Guthrie
Gutiérrez
Hahn
Hanna
Hartzler
Heck (NV)
Heck (WA)
Higgins
Himes

Reichert
Renacci
Ribble

Rice (SC)
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Roskam
Ross

Russell
Salmon
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Simpson
Sinema
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (TX)
Stewart
Stivers
Stutzman
Thornberry
Upton
Walberg
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westerman
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Williams
Wilson (SC)
Womack
Woodall
Yoho

Young (AK)

Honda
Hoyer
Hudson
Huelskamp
Huffman
Hurd (TX)
Hurt (VA)
Israel
Issa
Jeffries
Jenkins (KS)
Jenkins (WV)
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, E. B.
Jolly
Jones
Joyce
Kaptur
Katko
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilmer
Kind
King (NY)
Kirkpatrick
Knight
Kuster
LaHood
LaMalfa
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latta
Lawrence
Levin
Lewis
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren
Love
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan Grisham
(NM)
Lujan, Ben Ray
(NM)
Lynch
Maloney,
Carolyn
Maloney, Sean
Massie
Matsui
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McClintock Rice (NY) Takano
McCollum Richmond Thompson (CA)
McDermott Rigell Thompson (MS)
McGovern Roby Thompson (PA)
McKinley Rooney (FL) Tiberi
McMorris Ros-Lehtinen Tipton

Rodgers Rothfus Titus
McNerney Rouzer Tonko
McSally Royhbal-Allard Torres
Meehan Royce Trott
Meng Ruiz Tsongas
Mica Ruppersberger Turner
Moore Rush Valadao
Moulton Ryan (OH) Van Hollen
Murphy (FL) Sanchez, Linda Vargas
Murphy (PA) 3 Veasey
Nadler Sanchez, Loretta

N Vela
Napolitano Sanford -
Velazquez
Noem Sarbanes Visclosky
Nolan Scalise .
Norcross Schakowsky Wagner
O'Rourke Schiff Walden
Pallone Schrader Walker .
Pascrell Scott (VA) Walorski
Paulsen Scott, David Walters, Mimi
Pelosi Serrano Walz
Perlmutter Sewell (AL) Wasserman
Peters Sherman Schultz
Pingree Shimkus Watson Coleman
Pittenger Shuster Welch
Pocan Slaughter Wilson (FL)
Poliquin Smith (NJ) Wittman
Polis Smith (WA) Yoder
Price (NC) Speier Young (IA)
Quigley Stefanik Young (IN)
Rangel Swalwell (CA) Zeldin
Reed Takai Zinke
NOT VOTING—27

Adams Fattah Lieu, Ted
Amodei Fincher Luetkemeyer
Barletta Fudge Meeks
Brady (TX) Gosar Miller (MI)
Cohen Hardy Neal
Davis, Danny Herrera Beutler Payne
Duffy Hinojosa Sires
Engel Jackson Lee Waters, Maxine
Farr Lee Yarmuth
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Mr. DELANEY changed his vote from
ééaye77 to ééno.77

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The Acting CHAIR. There being no
further amendments, under the rule,
the Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
HULTGREN) having assumed the chair,
Ms. Foxx, Acting Chair of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consideration
the bill (H.R. 5325) making appropria-
tions for the Legislative Branch for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2017,
and for other purposes, and, pursuant
to House Resolution 771, she reported
the bill back to the House with sundry
amendments adopted in the Committee
of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment reported from the Com-
mittee of the Whole? If not, the Chair
will put them en gros.

The amendments were agreed to.



June 10, 2016

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT

Mr. CASTRO of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1
have a motion to recommit at the
desk.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman opposed to the bill?

Mr. CASTRO of Texas. I am opposed
to it in its current form.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Castro of Texas moves to recommit the
bill H.R. 5326 to the Committee on Appro-
priations with instructions to report the
same back to the House forthwith with the
following amendment:

In the ‘‘Capital Construction and Oper-
ations’ account, on page 17, line 6, after the
dollar amount, insert ‘‘(reduced by $200,000)’.

In the ‘“Library of Congress—Salaries and
Expenses’ account, on page 25, line 24, after
the first dollar amount, insert ‘‘(increased by
$200,000)"".

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. CASTRO of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
this is the final amendment to the bill,
which will not kill the bill or send it
back to committee. If adopted, the bill
will immediately proceed to final pas-
sage, as amended.

Mr. Speaker, before I speak on this
amendment, I yield to the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. WASSERMAN
SCHULTZ), who has been a strong advo-
cate and leader on this issue, for an op-
portunity to say a few words.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Mr.
Speaker, I rise to join my colleague,
Congressman JOAQUIN CASTRO, to urge
the majority to finally allow the House
to strike a destructive political provi-
sion that has made its way into the
Legislative Branch Appropriations bill.

If those listening are wondering why
we are talking about the pejorative
term ‘‘illegal aliens” on the bill that
funds the legislative branch, then you
are not alone. This legislation’s accom-
panying report includes language that
would have the Library continue to use
the term ‘‘illegal aliens,” ‘‘to the ex-
tent practicable’’—even though the Li-
brary itself has said that there is no
practicable means to continue to use
the term ‘‘illegal aliens.”

The Library changes thousands of
subject headings each year without in-
terference from Congress. Why this
one? Why now?

The Library once used the subject
heading ‘‘Negro,” then moved to ‘‘Afro-
American,” and now ‘‘African Amer-
ican.” They didn’t wait until the entire
U.S. Code was free of the pejorative
term ‘‘Negro’’ before they changed
their subject heading. As a matter of
fact, Congress only recently removed
the last vestiges of the terms ‘‘Negro”
and ‘‘Oriental” from the U.S. Code in
May of 2016.
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That bill passed with a unanimous
vote, including the ‘‘yes’ vote of the
chairman of the Legislative Branch
Subcommittee. If we removed ‘‘Negro”
and ‘‘Oriental’” in the subject headings
of the Library of Congress before we
changed the U.S. Code, then we should
do the same for the now-pejorative
term, ‘‘illegal alien.”

The Library of Congress is our Na-
tion’s first established cultural institu-
tion, and it is hard to fathom why my
colleagues on the other side of the aisle
would try to tie its hands to the slow-
moving wheels of the U.S. Code.

Entering into an immigration debate
on the Legislative Branch Appropria-
tions bill is a terrible precedent. If the
majority is really serious about debat-
ing the U.S. Code, then let’s have the
Republican Rules Committee bring up
the Castro bill that would remove the
hurtful and inaccurate term ‘‘illegal
aliens’” once and for all from the U.S.
Code.

We are Members of Congress, not cap-
tains of the word police. Free the card
catalog and depoliticize this bill.

Mr. CASTRO of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
may I inquire how much time I have
remaining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas has 2 minutes and
35 seconds remaining.

Mr. CASTRO of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
in 1922, the only grandparent I would
come to know came from Mexico to the
United States. She was not a rapist or
a murderer or an alien. She was a 6-
year-old girl whose parents had died
around the time of the Mexican Revo-
lution, and the closest relatives who
could take her and her sister in were in
Texas.

I bet if we went around this Chamber,
I know there would be beautiful sto-
ries, similar stories, of ancestors who
came from Italy, Germany, Ireland, Af-
rica, Asia, and every corner of the
world. They are the immigrants to this
country. They are the strength of this
country.

Language matters. Recently, the Li-
brary of Congress decided to retire the
term ‘‘illegal alien’ because it is dehu-
manizing. For the first time in Amer-
ican history, today, the Congress is
ready to interfere with the business of
the Library of Congress.

In the years of the Congress and the
Library, language has evolved. That is
why we have done away with terms
like ‘‘Negro,” ‘‘Oriental,” ‘‘lunatic,”
and ‘‘retarded,” because we understand
that even words that start off as neu-
tral descriptors can, over time, become
used as verbal weapons and knives to
inflict pain and disrespect and sow di-
vision. That is the case today.

There are times in our country’s his-
tory where our politics have also been
a race to the bottom. Those Irish an-
cestors were greeted by signs that read
“no Irish need apply’”’ in cities like
New York and Boston. The Japanese,
German, and Italian Americans even
were interned during World War II.
Chinese were excluded from this coun-
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try for decades. During the Eisenhower
administration, many Hispanics in this
country were rounded up and deported
to Mexico even if they were American.
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What I am asking is for us not to fuel
the flames of this season and for us to
take a better course and do the right
thing. I am asking you to support this
motion to recommit because the words
““illegal alien’ will be retired. This will
change, whether it is now or 6 months
from now or 10 years from now. The
question for all of us is whether we,
today, will do the right thing or wheth-
er a few years from now we apologize
for doing the wrong thing.

Please support this motion to recom-
mit and do the right thing.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. GRAVES of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise in opposition to the motion to
recommit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Georgia is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. GRAVES of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I want to make this quick because
I want to make sure the House knows
what offensive language is in this bill.
It is so offensive that I am going to
read it.

To the extent practicable, the committee
instructs the Library to maintain certain
subject headings that reflect terminology
used in title 8, United States Code.

That is what is so offensive to the
minority party.

For 7% years, we have had a Presi-
dent who wants to ignore the intent of
the laws of our land. We will not allow
this body, this House, to ignore the
definitions nor the words of the laws
that have been voted on in this body,
passed by the Senate, and signed into
law by the President.

I am asking this body to vote ‘‘no”’
on this motion to recommit, vote
““yes’ to uphold the laws of this land,
vote ‘‘yes’” for your constituents on
final passage, and have a good week-
end.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to recommit.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to recommit.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. CASTRO of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 and clause 9 of rule XX,
this 5-minute vote on the motion to re-
commit will be followed by b-minute
votes on passage of the bill, adoption of
House Concurrent Resolution 89, and
adoption of House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 112.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 170, noes 237,
not voting 27, as follows:
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Aguilar
Ashford
Bass
Beatty
Becerra
Bera
Beyer
Bishop (GA)
Blumenauer
Bonamici
Boyle, Brendan
F

Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardenas
Carney
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Connolly
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Courtney
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delaney
DeLauro
DelBene
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael
F

Duckworth
Edwards
Ellison
Eshoo

Esty

Foster
Frankel (FL)

Abraham
Aderholt
Allen
Amash
Babin

Barr
Barton
Benishek
Bilirakis
Bishop (MI)
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Blum

Bost
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brat
Bridenstine
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Buchanan
Buck
Bucshon
Burgess
Byrne
Calvert
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Chabot
Chaffetz
Clawson (FL)
Coffman
Cole
Collins (GA)

[Roll No. 293]

AYES—170

Gabbard
Gallego
Garamendi
Graham
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutiérrez
Hahn
Hastings
Heck (WA)
Higgins
Himes
Honda
Hoyer
Huffman
Israel
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilmer
Kind
Kirkpatrick
Kuster
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Levin
Lewis
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan Grisham
(NM)
Lujan, Ben Ray
(NM)
Lynch
Maloney,
Carolyn
Maloney, Sean
Matsui
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McNerney
Meng
Moore
Moulton
Murphy (FL)
Nadler

NOES—237

Collins (NY)
Comstock
Conaway
Cook
Costello (PA)
Cramer
Crawford
Crenshaw
Culberson
Curbelo (FL)
Davidson
Davis, Rodney
Denham
Dent
DeSantis
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dold
Donovan
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers (NC)
Emmer (MN)
Farenthold
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Garrett
Gibbs
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Nolan
Norcross
O’Rourke
Pallone
Pascrell
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters
Peterson
Pingree
Pocan
Polis
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rangel
Rice (NY)
Richmond
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schrader
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Sherman
Sinema
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Speier
Swalwell (CA)
Takai
Takano
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Titus
Tonko
Torres
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Vargas
Veasey
Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz
Wasserman
Schultz
Watson Coleman
Welch
Wilson (FL)

Gibson
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (LA)
Graves (MO)
Griffith
Grothman
Guinta
Guthrie
Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Heck (NV)
Hensarling
Hice, Jody B.
Hill

Holding
Hudson
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter

Hurd (TX)
Hurt (VA)
Issa

Jenkins (KS)
Jenkins (WV)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jolly

Jones

Jordan
Joyce
Katko
Kelly (MS)
Kelly (PA)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Knight
Labrador
LaHood
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Lance
Latta
LoBiondo
Long
Loudermilk
Love
Lucas
Lummis
MacArthur
Marchant
Marino
Massie
McCarthy
McCaul
MecClintock
McHenry
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
McSally
Meadows
Meehan
Messer
Mica
Miller (FL)
Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)
Mullin
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Neugebauer

Adams
Amodei
Barletta
Cohen

Dayvis, Danny
Duffy

Engel

Farr

Fattah

Newhouse
Noem
Nugent
Nunes

Olson
Palazzo
Palmer
Paulsen
Pearce
Perry
Pittenger
Pitts

Poe (TX)
Poliquin
Pompeo
Posey

Price, Tom
Ratcliffe
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble

Rice (SC)
Rigell

Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney (FL)
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothfus
Rouzer
Royce
Russell
Salmon
Sanford
Scalise
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions

Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Stefanik
Stewart
Stivers
Stutzman
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Trott
Turner
Upton
Valadao
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walker
Walorski
Walters, Mimi
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westerman
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Williams
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Womack
Woodall
Yoder
Yoho
Young (AK)
Young (IA)
Young (IN)
Zeldin
Zinke

NOT VOTING—27

Fincher

Fudge

Gosar

Hardy

Herrera Beutler
Hinojosa
Jackson Lee
Lee

Lieu, Ted

Luetkemeyer
Meeks

Miller (MI)
Napolitano
Neal

Payne

Sires

Waters, Maxine
Yarmuth

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE
The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-

ing.
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So the motion to recommit was re-

jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Mr. Speaker, | was un-
avoidably detained. Had | been present, |
would have voted “aye” on rollcall No. 293.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.

The

question is on the passage of the bill.
Under clause 10 of rule XX, the yeas
and nays are ordered.

This is a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 233, nays
175, not voting 26, as follows:

Abraham
Aderholt
Aguilar
Allen
Ashford
Babin
Barr
Barton
Benishek
Bera
Bilirakis

[Roll No. 294]

YEAS—233

Bishop (MI)
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Bost
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brat
Bridenstine
Brooks (IN)
Buchanan

Buck
Bucshon
Burgess
Byrne
Calvert
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Chabot
Chaffetz
Clawson (FL)
Coffman

Cole

Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Comstock
Conaway
Cook

Cooper
Costa
Costello (PA)
Cramer
Crawford
Crenshaw
Cuellar
Culberson
Curbelo (FL)
Davis, Rodney
Denham
Dent
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dold
Donovan
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Emmer (MN)
Farenthold
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx

Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Garrett
Gibbs
Gibson
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (LA)
Graves (MO)
Griffith
Grothman
Guthrie
Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Heck (NV)
Hensarling
Hice, Jody B.
Hill

Holding
Hudson
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter

Hurd (TX)
Hurt (VA)
Issa

Jenkins (KS)
Jenkins (WV)
Johnson (OH)

Amash
Bass
Beatty
Becerra
Beyer
Bishop (GA)
Blum
Blumenauer
Bonamici
Boyle, Brendan
F.
Brady (PA)
Brooks (AL)
Brown (FL)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardenas
Carney
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
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Johnson, Sam
Jolly
Jordan
Joyce
Katko
Kelly (MS)
Kelly (PA)
King (NY)
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Knight
Labrador
LaHood
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Lance
Latta
LoBiondo
Long
Loudermilk
Love
Lucas
Lummis
MacArthur
Marchant
Marino
McCarthy
McCaul
McHenry
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
McSally
Meadows
Meehan
Messer
Mica
Miller (FL)
Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)
Mullin
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Neugebauer
Newhouse
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Olson
Palazzo
Palmer
Paulsen
Pearce
Perry
Peters
Peterson
Pittenger
Pitts
Poe (TX)
Poliquin
Pompeo
Posey
Price, Tom
Ratcliffe
Reed
Reichert
Renacci

NAYS—175

Cleaver
Clyburn
Connolly
Conyers
Courtney
Crowley
Cummings
Davidson
Davis (CA)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delaney
DeLauro
DelBene
DeSantis
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael
F.
Duckworth
Edwards
Ellison
Ellmers (NC)
Eshoo
Esty
Fleming
Foster
Frankel (FL)

Ribble

Rice (SC)
Rigell

Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney (FL)
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothfus
Rouzer
Royce

Ruiz

Russell
Salmon
Sanford
Scalise
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Sinema
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Stefanik
Stewart
Stivers
Stutzman
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton

Trott
Turner
Upton
Valadao
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walker
Walorski
Walters, Mimi
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westerman
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Williams
Wilson (SC)
Womack
Woodall
Yoder

Yoho

Young (AK)
Young (IA)
Young (IN)
Zeldin

Zinke

Gabbard
Gallego
Garamendi
Graham
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Guinta
Gutiérrez
Hahn
Hastings
Heck (WA)
Higgins
Himes
Honda
Hoyer
Huffman
Israel
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilmer
Kind
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King (IA) Moulton Scott, David
Kirkpatrick Murphy (FL) Serrano
Kuster Nadler Sewell (AL)
Langevin Napolitano Sherman
Larsen (WA) Nolan Slaughter
Larson (CT) Norcross Smith (WA)
Lawrence O’Rourke Speier
Levip Pallone Swalwell (CA)
if}v&{ls » ga-iscr'ell Takai
ipinski elosi
Loebsack Pgrlmutter %iﬁzﬁjoson (CA)
Lofgren Pingree Thompson (MS)
Lowenthal Pocan Titus
Lowey Polis Tonko
Lujan Grisham Price (NO)
(NM) Quigley Torres
Lujan, Ben Ray  Rangel Tsongas
(NM) Rice (NY) Van Hollen
Lynch Richmond Vargas
Maloney, Roybal-Allard ~ Veasey
Carolyn Ruppersberger Vela
Maloney, Sean Rush Velazquez
Massie Ryan (OH) Visclosky
Matsui Sanchez, Linda ~ Walz
McClintock T. Wasserman
McCollum Sanchez, Loretta Schultz
McDermott Sarbanes Watson Coleman
McGovern Schakowsky Weber (TX)
McNerney Schiff Welch
Meng Schrader Wilson (FL)
Moore Scott (VA) Wittman
NOT VOTING—26
Adams Fincher Luetkemeyer
Amodei Fudge Meeks
Barletta Gosar Miller (MI)
Cohen Hardy Neal
Davis, Danny Herrera Beutler  payne
Duffy Hinojosa Sires
gngel iackson Lee Waters, Maxine
arr ee
Fattah Lieu, Ted Yarmuth

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing.
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So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

EXPRESSING THE SENSE OF CON-

GRESS THAT A CARBON TAX
WOULD BE DETRIMENTAL TO
THE UNITED STATES ECONOMY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on adop-
tion of the concurrent resolution (H.
Con. Res. 89) expressing the sense of
Congress that a carbon tax would be
detrimental to the United States econ-
omy, on which the yeas and nays were
ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the concurrent resolu-
tion.

This is a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 237, nays
163, answered ‘‘present’” 2, not voting
32, as follows:

[Roll No. 295]

YEAS—237
Abraham Benishek Boustany
Aderholt Bilirakis Brady (TX)
Allen Bishop (GA) Brat
Amash Bishop (MI) Bridenstine
Ashford Bishop (UT) Brooks (AL)
Babin Black Brooks (IN)
Barr Blum Buchanan
Barton Bost Buck

Bucshon
Burgess
Byrne
Calvert
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Chabot
Chaffetz
Coffman
Cole

Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Comstock
Conaway
Cook
Costello (PA)
Cramer
Crawford
Crenshaw
Cuellar
Culberson
Curbelo (FL)
Davidson
Dayvis, Rodney
Denham
Dent
DeSantis
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dold
Donovan
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Emmer (MN)
Farenthold
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Garrett
Gibbs
Gibson
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (LA)
Graves (MO)
Griffith
Grothman
Guinta
Guthrie
Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Heck (NV)
Hensarling
Hice, Jody B.
Hill

Holding
Hudson
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter

Aguilar

Bass

Beatty

Becerra

Bera

Beyer

Blumenauer

Bonamici

Boyle, Brendan
F

Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardenas
Carney
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu, Judy
Cicilline

Hurd (TX)
Issa
Jenkins (KS)
Jenkins (WV)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan
Joyce
Katko
Kelly (MS)
Kelly (PA)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kinzinger (IL)
Kirkpatrick
Kline
Knight
Labrador
LaHood
LaMalfa,
Lamborn
Lance
Latta
LoBiondo
Long
Loudermilk
Lucas
Lummis
MacArthur
Marchant
Marino
Massie
McCarthy
McCaul
McClintock
McHenry
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
McSally
Meadows
Meehan
Messer
Mica
Miller (FL)
Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)
Mullin
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Neugebauer
Newhouse
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Olson
Palazzo
Palmer
Paulsen
Pearce
Perry
Peterson
Pittenger
Pitts
Poe (TX)
Poliquin
Pompeo
Posey
Price, Tom
Ratcliffe
Reed

NAYS—163

Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Connolly
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Courtney
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (CA)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delaney
DeLauro
DelBene
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael
F.
Duckworth
Edwards
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Reichert
Renacci
Ribble

Rice (SC)
Rigell

Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney (FL)
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothfus
Rouzer
Royce
Russell
Salmon
Sanford
Scalise
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Sinema
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Stefanik
Stewart
Stivers
Stutzman
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton

Trott
Turner
Upton
Valadao
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walker
Walorski
Walters, Mimi
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westerman
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Williams
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Womack
Woodall
Yoder

Yoho

Young (AK)
Young (IA)
Young (IN)
Zeldin

Zinke

Ellison
Eshoo

Esty

Foster
Frankel (FL)
Gabbard
Gallego
Garamendi
Graham
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutiérrez
Hahn
Hastings
Heck (WA)
Higgins
Himes
Honda
Hoyer
Huffman
Israel
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
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Johnson, E. B. Moore Schrader
Kaptur Moulton Scott (VA)
Keating Murphy (FL) Scott, David
Kelly (IL) Nadler Serrano
Kennedy Napolitano Sewell (AL)
K%ldee Nolan Sherman
K?lmer Nf)rcross Slaughter
Kind O’Rourke Smith (WA)
Kuster Pallone Spei
. peier

Langevin Pascrell Swalwell (CA)
Larsen (WA) Pelosi A
Larson (CT) Perlmutter Takal
Lawrence Peters Takano
Levin Pingree Thompson (CA)
Lewis Pocan Thompson (MS)
Lipinski Polis Titus
Loebsack Price (NC) Tonko
Lofgren Quigley Torres
Lowenthal Rangel Tsongas
Lowey Rice (NY) Van Hollen
Lujan, Ben Ray  Richmond Vargas

(NM) Roybal-Allard Veasey
Lynch Ruiz Vela
Maloney, Ruppersberger Velazquez

Carolyn Rush Visclosky
Maloney, Sean Ryan (OH) Walz
Matsui Sanchez, Linda Wasserman
McCollum T. Schultz
McDermott Sanchez, Loretta
McGovern Sarbanes Watson Coleman
McNerney Schakowsky W?ICh
Meng Schiff Wilson (FL)

ANSWERED “PRESENT”—2

Jolly Lujan Grisham
(NM)
NOT VOTING—32

Adams Fattah Luetkemeyer
Amodei Fincher Meeks
Barletta Fudge Miller (MI)
Blackburn Gosar Neal
Clawson (FL) Hardy Payne
Clyburn Herrera Beutler Sires
gOhen b gimjo\s/i Waters, Maxine

avis, Danny urt (VA)
Duffy Jackson Lee Yarmuth
Ellmers (NC) Lee
Engel Lieu, Ted
Farr Love

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing.

O 1250

So the concurrent resolution was
agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:

Mr. HURT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, | was
not present for Roll Call vote No. 295 on H.
Con. Res. 89. Had | been present, | would
have voted “yes.”

———

EXPRESSING THE SENSE OF CON-
GRESS OPPOSING THE PRESI-
DENT’S PROPOSED $10 TAX ON
EVERY BARREL OF OIL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on adop-
tion of the concurrent resolution (H.
Con. Res. 112) expressing the sense of
Congress opposing the President’s pro-
posed $10 tax on every barrel of oil, on
which the yeas and nays were ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the concurrent resolu-
tion.

This will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 253, nays
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35, as follows:

Abraham
Aderholt
Aguilar
Allen
Amash
Ashford
Babin

Barr

Barton
Benishek
Bera
Bilirakis
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (MI)
Bishop (UT)
Black

Blum

Bost
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brat
Bridenstine
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Brownley (CA)
Buchanan
Buck
Bucshon
Burgess
Byrne
Calvert
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Chabot
Chaffetz
Coffman
Cole

Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Comstock
Conaway
Cook
Costello (PA)
Cramer
Crawford
Crenshaw
Cuellar
Culberson
Curbelo (FL)
Davidson
Davis, Rodney
Denham
Dent
DeSantis
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dold
Donovan
Duckworth
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Emmer (MN)
Farenthold
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Garrett
Gibbs
Gibson
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gowdy
Graham
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (LA)
Graves (MO)
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Griffith

Bass

Beatty
Becerra
Beyer
Blumenauer

[Roll No. 296]

YEAS—253

Grothman
Guinta
Guthrie
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Heck (NV)
Hensarling
Hice, Jody B.
Hill
Holding
Hudson
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurd (TX)
Issa
Jenkins (KS)
Jenkins (WV)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jolly
Jones
Jordan
Joyce
Katko
Kelly (MS)
Kelly (PA)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kinzinger (IL)
Kirkpatrick
Kline
Knight
Kuster
Labrador
LaHood
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Lance
Latta
LoBiondo
Long
Loudermilk
Love
Lucas
Lujan Grisham
(NM)
Lujan, Ben Ray
(NM)
Lummis
MacArthur
Maloney, Sean
Marchant
Marino
Massie
McCarthy
McCaul
MecClintock
McHenry
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
McSally
Meadows
Meehan
Messer
Mica
Miller (FL)
Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)
Mullin
Mulvaney
Murphy (FL)
Neugebauer
Newhouse
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Olson
Palazzo
Palmer
Paulsen
Pearce
Perry

NAYS—144

Bonamici

Boyle, Brendan
F.

Brady (PA)

Brown (FL)
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144, answered ‘‘present’” 2, not voting

Peterson
Pittenger
Pitts

Poe (TX)
Poliquin
Pompeo
Posey

Price, Tom
Ratcliffe
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble

Rice (SC)
Richmond
Rigell

Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney (FL)
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothfus
Rouzer
Royce

Ruiz

Russell
Salmon
Sanford
Scalise
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Sinema
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Stefanik
Stewart
Stutzman
Thompson (MS)
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Trott
Turner
Upton
Valadao
Veasey

Vela
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walker
Walorski
Walters, Mimi
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westerman
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Williams
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Womack
Woodall
Yoder

Yoho

Young (AK)
Young (IA)
Young (IN)
Zeldin
Zinke

Bustos
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardenas

Carney Himes Perlmutter
Carson (IN) Honda Peters
Cartwright Hoyer Pingree
Castor (FL) Huffman Pocan
Chu, Judy Israel Polis
Cicilline Jeffries Price (NC)
Clark (MA) Johnson (GA) Quigley
Clarke (NY) Johnson, E. B. Rangel
Clay Kaptur Rice (NY)
Cleaver Keating
Ruppersberger

Connolly Kelly (IL) D &
Conyers Kennedy Rush
Cooper Kildee Ryan (OH)
Costa Kilmer Sanchez, Loretta
Courtney Kind Sarbanes
Crowley Langevin Schakowsky
Cummings Larsen (WA) Schiff
Davis (CA) Larson (CT) Schrader
DeGette Lawrence Scott (VA)
Delaney Levin Scott, David
DeLauro Lewis Serrano
DelBene Lipinski Sewell (AL)
DeSaulnier Loebsack Sherman
Deutch Lofgren Slaughter
Dingell Lowenthal Smith (WA)
Doggett Lowey Speier
Doyle, Michael Lynch Swalwell (CA)

F. Maloney, Takai
Edwards Carolyn Takano
Ellison Matsui
Eshoo McCollum $l}ompson 8

itus

Esty McDermott Tonko
Foster McGovern N
Frankel (FL) McNerney Torres
Gabbard Meng Tsongas
Gallego Moore Van Hollen
Garamendi Moulton Vargas
Grayson Nadler Velazquez
Grijalva Napolitano Visclosky
Gutiérrez Nolan Walz
Hahn Norcross Wasserman
Hanna O’Rourke Schultz
Hastings Pallone Watson Coleman
Heck (WA) Pascrell Welch
Higgins Pelosi Wilson (FL)

ANSWERED “PRESENT""—2

Castro (TX) DeFazio
NOT VOTING—35
Adams Fattah Meeks
Amodei Fincher Miller (MI)
Barletta Fudge Murphy (PA)
Blackburn Gosar Neal
Clawson (FL) Hardy Payne
Clyburn Herrera Beutler Roybal-Allard
Cohen Hinojosa Sanchez, Linda
Dayvis, Danny Hurt (VA) T.
Duffy Jackson Lee Sires
Ellmers (NC) Lee Stivers
Engel Lieu, Ted Waters, Maxine
Farr Luetkemeyer Yarmuth
O 1258
So the concurrent resolution was
agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:

Mr. HURT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, | was
not present for Roll Call vote No. 296 on H.
Con. Res. 112. Had | been present, | would
have voted “yes.”

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.
289—I would have voted “no.” On rollcall No.
290—I would have voted “yes.” On rollcall No.
291—I would have voted “no.” On rollcall No.
292—I| would have voted “yes.” On rollcall No.
293—I would have voted “no.” On rollcall No.
294—1 would have voted “no.” On rollcall No.
295—I| would have voted “yes.” On rollcall No.
296—I would have voted “yes.”

———

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

(Mr. HOYER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

June 10, 2016

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
MCCARTHY), the majority leader, for
the purpose of inquiring of the schedule
of the week to come.

(Mr. MCCARTHY asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. McCARTHY. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, on Monday, the House
will meet at noon for morning hour and
2 p.m. for legislative business. Votes
will be postponed until 6:30.

On Tuesday and Wednesday, the
House will meet at 10 a.m. for morning
hour and noon for legislative business.

On Thursday, the House will meet at
9 a.m. for legislative business. Mem-
bers are advised that later votes than
normal are possible on Thursday and to
keep their travel plans flexible.

No votes are expected in the House
on Friday.

O 1300

Madam Speaker, the House will con-
sider a number of suspensions next
week, a complete list of which will be
announced by close of business today.

The House will consider H.R. 5053, the
Preventing the IRS Abuse and Pro-
tecting Free Speech Act, sponsored by
Representative ROSKAM. This common-
sense bill prohibits the IRS from col-
lecting donor information, which has
been used by the IRS to improperly
target tax-exempt organizations.

Finally, Madam Speaker, the House
will consider H.R. 5293, the FY17 De-
fense appropriations bill, sponsored by
Representative RODNEY FRELING-
HUYSEN. We expect a large number of
amendments to be considered on this
bill. So, again, Members are reminded
to keep their travel schedules flexible
at the end of next week.

Mr. HOYER. Madam Speaker, 1
thank the gentleman for that informa-
tion.

Today, we considered a third appro-
priations bill. It was a structured rule,
which is not uncommon on both sides
of the aisle to have a structured rule.

But next week, the gentleman has
announced the Defense appropriations
bill, and I am wondering whether or
not that will be an open rule so that
amendments will be able to be offered
by Members without constraint of
being limited?

I yield to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia.

Mr. MCCARTHY. Madam Speaker, to
answer the gentleman’s question, yes,
that will come under a structured rule.
So Members will be able to offer
amendments but before the Rules Com-
mittee and then have the debate on the
floor prior to passage of the bill.

Mr. HOYER. Madam Speaker, does
the gentleman mean by ‘‘structured
rule” that we will simply require
amendments to be filed as of a certain
time, but that there will be no restric-
tion on amendments that will be in
order?

I yield to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia.
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Mr. MCCARTHY. Madam Speaker, it
will be a structured rule exactly the
same as we have used a structured rule
before. Amendments will be presented
to the Rules Committee, be debated,
and then brought to the floor for a
vote.

Mr. HOYER. Madam Speaker, to fur-
ther clarify, my understanding, there-
fore, is that the majority leader ex-
pects the Rules Committee to choose
which amendments will be made in
order on the bill. Is that accurate?

I yield to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia.

Mr. McCARTHY. Madam Speaker,
yes, it will be a very fair, wide open
process in the Rules Committee look-
ing at amendments—those that have
not been able to be offered already in
committee, where these bills have gone
through subcommittee and full com-
mittee with amendments being offered,
and then they will be brought to the
floor so we can get the work done and
move the bill forward.

Mr. HOYER. Madam Speaker, I un-
derstand what the gentleman is saying.

And it appears to me that it is an
abandonment of the Speaker and oth-
ers’ representations that when appro-
priations bills are brought to the floor
that they will be brought to the floor
with an open rule or a rule that will
allow any and all amendments that
seek to be offered by Members on both
sides of the aisle to be offered.

From the gentleman’s explanation, I
believe that is not the case and a devi-
ation from the announced policy at the
beginning of the year. It seems to me,
Madam Speaker, that it is a pragmatic
judgment that some amendments are
making it difficult on the gentleman’s
side of the aisle.

As someone who has been here for
some period of time, that has been my
experience when we were in the major-
ity that the gentleman’s side, under
open rules, offered a lot of very dif-
ficult amendments that we had to con-
front. The Maloney amendment obvi-
ously was a difficult amendment for
Members to confront on the gentle-
man’s side and led to the defeat of ap-
parently one of the bills, the Energy
and Water bill, which failed on this
floor.

Would I not be correct in saying that
this is a policy that is now being pur-
sued that is different from that which
was represented at the beginning of the
year where the floor would be open to
any and all amendments and would be
considered by the House on their mer-
its?

I yield to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia.

Mr. McCARTHY. Madam Speaker,
the gentleman has sat in this position
that I have today as majority leader in
the past, and the gentleman knows the
history of bills he brought to the floor
and the manner in which they did.

But if I could be frank with my
friend, I am a little disappointed. This
is not a place to play politics. This is
not about one amendment. We have a
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process for amendments for Members
that are serious about making a pas-
sionate argument for a bill, not to kill
a bill and not to have an amendment
pass and then an entire side of the aisle
vote against it.

What we are bringing forth is a proc-
ess that the American people want to
see. They want to see ideas get brought
here, debated, and moved forward. If we
look at the appropriations process in
the Senate, they have amendments
that go through. If the gentleman
wants to go back and recite a history
of the number of bills that were open
here under his leadership, I more than
welcome him to do that.

But we should be honest with one an-
other. If Members want to offer an
amendment and want to debate the
amendment and want to make the bill,
in their view, better, I would suspect
that, if they win an amendment, they
would vote for the bill. The gentleman
has a long history here, and that is
really probably the history that he re-
members as well.

I want to see the work get done. So
any ideas that get brought forth in
committee, they are debated, they are
offered, and they are voted on. Ideas
will get brought forth further as the
bill comes forward. If it is an amend-
ment and someone wants to move it to
the floor, so be it. But we are not going
to sit back with the idea of people who
want to play politics on the outside
and play politics on the inside. I just
expect more.

Mr. HOYER. Madam Speaker, 1
thank the gentleman for his comments.
Of course, 130 of his Members voted
against that bill; 130 of his Members re-
jected that bill. I am hard pressed to
think that the majority leader believes
that our ‘“‘no’” votes were political and
his ‘‘no”” votes were principled. That
defies logic from my standpoint. The
fact of the matter is that bill lost be-
cause the gentleman’s Members didn’t
support it. The gentleman has 247
Members.

I do remember being majority leader.
Very frankly, I remember getting 218
Democrats for almost every bill we
brought to the floor. So we Dpassed
them with our votes.

If 130 of the gentleman’s Members
had not voted against their own bill, it
would have passed. And there should be
no, Madam Speaker, misrepresentation
or misinformation about how seriously
Mr. MALONEY cared about his amend-
ment. There should be none whatso-
ever. In point of fact, it enjoyed ulti-
mately the majority of support here on
this floor.

I will tell the gentleman, I have been
here for sometime. He is correct on
that, and I do offer amendments from
time to time to improve bills that,
even as improved, I don’t like. So, in
the final analysis, although I have im-
proved them and been successful in
adopting an amendment, I still do not
think the bills are appropriate to pass
and go into law.

This conversation started with the
fact that we need to be able to offer
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ideas. Very frankly, I understand the
gentleman’s position.

Today, we just voted on two bills
that aren’t going anywhere, a sense of
Congress that you are not going to
bring to the floor. They have no chance
of passage. What did you want to do?
You wanted to play politics. I don’t
mean you personally, Madam Speaker,
but it was a political effort solely to
bring two bills to the floor to express
some sense of Congress, both of which
I voted against because I thought they
were playing politics.

So the accusation somehow that we
are playing politics because we offer
amendments that we care deeply
about, that we want to see no discrimi-
nation allowed in our bills and that we
want to defeat those constraints on an
executive order that says to people who
do business with the Federal Govern-
ment, you can’t discriminate against
people, I will tell my friend, yes, we are
going to continue to try to do that.
Now, of course, on this last bill, we
were not allowed to do that. We were
shut down and shut up and precluded
from voting on that particular piece of
legislation.

So, when I tell my friend that this
session started with a pledge for open
rules on appropriations bills, I under-
stand the gentleman’s problem. Frank-
ly, we had structured rules when we
were in charge as well. We had not
made any great representation about
open rules; therefore, we, too, wanted
to get the business of the House done.

Yes, I remember well 2007 when we
were confronted with a filibuster by
amendment. At some point in time,
after 10 bills had been very difficult to
pass, on the last two bills, we did have
structured rules.

I tell my friend that I hope that he
will accord to Mr. MALONEY or others
the sincerity of their objectives, not-
withstanding the fact that their
amendment is adopted and articulates
what I think is proper policy for our
country, that is, not to discriminate.
Everybody in our country apparently
doesn’t believe that, but Mr. MALONEY
does. And I want to make it very clear
that he was very sincere in that
amendment. Those of us who voted for
it were very sincere in that amend-
ment. It was not politics; it was values.

Moving on, I want to congratulate
the majority leader on his work on
Puerto Rico. That was a difficult issue
for us both, a difficult issue for our
caucuses, a difficult issue for the exec-
utive department. We worked together.
We got a bill done that certainly was
not our favorite.

The bill included a lot of stuff in
there that we didn’t like, but I will tell
the gentleman that we didn’t play poli-
tics on that. We only lost 24 votes on a
bill that was largely constructed by
the gentleman’s side of the aisle in
terms of some of the issues unrelated,
per se, to restructuring of the debt,
which was the intent of the bill.

So I want the majority leader to
know—he and I have a good relation-
ship. I have great respect for him—we
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are going to intend to try to work to-
gether on issues like that that are dif-
ficult but are necessary for the Amer-
ican people.

Toward that end, can the gentleman
tell me what the status of the Zika
issue is with reference to getting re-
sources as quickly as possible to con-
front this challenge to our country’s
health?

I yield to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia.

Mr. MCCARTHY. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for his work on
the Puerto Rico crisis. It is something
that we worked on together very early
from all leaders’ sides, making sure
that we protected the taxpayers from a
bailout, and I think we met all the cri-
teria for helping Puerto Rico move for-
ward and protecting the taxpayer.

The gentleman is correct on Zika. We
want to make sure the funding is there.
As the gentleman knows, there is cur-
rently funding, and, as the gentleman